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EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-EFFICACY, ACADEMIC
SUCCESS AND PERSISTENCE FOR ADULT UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS IN

URBAN UNIVERSITIES

DEBRA J. FENTY

ABSTRACT
Persistence to graduation for adult undergraduate students has been challenging
for decades. Many adult learners enroll into the university with numerous

sociodemographic characteristics that can hinder their success. Adult students must
manage multiple roles and balance their personal, professional and student roles in order
to succeed. Twenty-eight percent of first year undergraduate students will not return to
college in their second year (American College Testing, 2012). The purpose of this study

is to examine the relationship between self-efficacy, academic success and persistence for
undergraduate students through the lens of Donaldson & Graham’s (1999) model of
college outcomes for adult learners.

The sample for this study represented 310 undergraduate students from two large
urban public universities in the United States. This study measured the students’ level of

self-efficacy and academic persistence in college. The following surveys were employed
for this study: the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully and Eden, 2001) and the
Social Integration and Persistence Scale (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). Because this

survey is nearly 40-years old, the researcher employed an exploratory factor analysis on
the data which now suggest that there are six factors that measure academic persistence

for adult learners in urban universities. These six factors include: (1) intellectual

vi

development, (2) peer group interaction, (3) non-classroom faculty interaction, (4)

negative faculty interaction, (5) academic aspirations, and (6) university
interconnectedness. This study suggests a significant positive correlation between five of

the six factors, with exception to the factor: interconnectedness to the university. The

findings suggest that there is a significant correlation between self-efficacy and

undergraduate credit hours earned, but no significant correlation between self-efficacy

and cumulative grade point average. The findings suggest that there is a positive

correlation for student persistence factors: intellectual development and student academic
aspirations and between the credit hours earned. There is a significant positive
correlation for student persistence factors: intellectual development, student academic

aspirations, and university interconnectedness and between the GPA. The findings
suggest a negative correlation exists between the students’ persistence factor: negative
faculty interactions and GPA. This study found a significant influence between numerous

student sociodemographic characteristics and factors measuring student persistence.

INDEX WORDS:

Academic Success, Adult Learners, Colleges and Universities,
Exploratory Factor Analysis, Four-year Public Universities,
Nontraditional Undergraduate Students, Self-Efficacy, Student

Persistence, Quantitative Methodology, Undergraduate Students,
Urban Universities.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Retention in higher education is not a new topic or even one that has been
ignored. On the contrary, there is a surplus of research examining retention and
persistence. For decades colleges and universities have sought to retain and graduate

students that have enrolled in their institutions. Each decade presents different and
unique challenges to this complex puzzle as the landscape of higher education continues

to shift. Shifts include, availability; access; federal and state funding; as well as,
economic and societal changes. The growth in student enrollments over the past few

decades, specifically, since the post-war era has continued to increase. Adult students in

particular have been enrolling and re-enrolling in postsecondary institutions in large

numbers that by some accounts may eventually outnumber traditional aged, (i.e. 19-24
years old) undergraduate students.

The number of post-secondary students who were 25 years to 34 years old was

3.4 million in 2000 and an increase of 35% brought this number to 3.6 million in 2014.
This population is projected to increase another 16% to 5.3 million by the year 2025.

(NCES, 2017, table 15). Adult undergraduate students who are 35 years old and older,
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numbered at 3.6 million in 2014 have the largest projected increase of 20% by the year
2025, (Hussar & Bailey, 2017). Currently the adult student undergraduate population is
approximately 37% or 7.4 million students of the total 19.9 million undergraduate

students enrolled in postsecondary education according to the Condition of Education,
2018 (McFarland et al., 2018). During the past decade, adult students aged 25 years and
over, enrolled in undergraduate programs, increased while traditional aged students 24
years and under have decreased (Donaldson & Towsend, 2007; Kasworm, 2012;

Schaefer, 2010; Schatzel, Callahan, Scott, & Davis, 2011). This trend is expected to
continue as some projections indicate that the peak of graduating high school students

seen in 2008 may not be seen again due to financial and societal changes. (College

Board, 2008, as cited by Schatzel, et al., 2011 & Meyer & Rosinger, 2019). But even in
the face of this evidence most of the retention research, theory and data have been

focused on the traditional undergraduate student. The very fact that retention has once
again emerged as a major policy issue in higher education is an indication that there are

still many unresolved issues, in that, no significant changes in graduation rates have been

realized.
However, more and more researchers from the classroom to the White House are
realizing that there is more to this departure puzzle than the research available on the

traditional college student (Meyer & Rosinger, 2019). The awareness that without

tapping into the rich population of adults in our society and colleges we are missing our
chance not only to improve graduation rates but to also improve our citizenry in the

United States has prompted a focus on adult students. The United States has lost its edge

2

as the most educated country in the world. In 2009 the United States ranked 14th among

nations whose adult population held a college degree (Meyer & Rosinger, 2019).
In addition to the concern about the U. S. ranking in comparison with other countries, the

argument for higher educational attainment is related to the skills that are now necessary
to perform jobs that will support our economy in the coming years. The shift from a

labor nation to one that requires some education beyond high school is no longer

something to be anticipated as we are now living in that time.
More education equates to increased opportunities for individuals. In a report

published by the College Board, entitled, Education Pays: 2013, it is noted that society
also gains financial returns in the form of higher tax payments. Students who earn a 4-

year degree pay on average 78% more taxes each year than high school graduates.
Society spends less on unemployment, welfare, and Medicaid for a more educated

society. Higher education is also related to improved quality of life, in terms of
psychological benefits. College graduates are also more likely to live healthier lifestyles,
to engage in more community service work and to understand and vote on political
issues.

A key goal of colleges and universities is to increase the numbers of students that
they graduate. From the White House to the State House there is scrutiny of the stagnant

graduation rates in post-secondary institutions. There is a call to action to increase the
numbers of degree holders in the United States and adult students cannot be ignored in
this process (Soares, 2013 & Pusser, 2017). The cohort of graduating high school

seniors is shrinking but the population of adults ages 25 through 49 without degrees is
large (Lumina Foundation, 2014). Institutions need to be ready and able to provide an
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environment and experiences where all students can flourish no matter age or

sociodemographic characteristics. Over the past decade researchers have begun to
examine factors related to students’ persistence other than the traditional factors of test
scores and social and academic integration (Robbins, Allen, Casillas, Peterson, & Le,

2006; Robbins, Le, Davis, Carlstrom, Lauver, & Langley, 2004). Research outcomes
have shown that self-efficacy is a significant predictor in student persistence. However,

most of the research examined self-efficacy in the traditional age student population and
when adult students were studied, they were most often the community college student

population.
In 2011, the Obama administration asked the American Council on Education

(ACE) to convene a group of college and university presidents to discuss steps that

institutions could take to increase the number of Americans that complete college
(National Commission on Higher Education Attainment, 2013). It was the hope of then

President Barrack Obama, that this country once again would be the leading knowledge

society by 2020, not only for the economic future of America but also for the future of
both individuals and their families. To date, there is no data to determine if the initiatives
instituted by the Department of Education have been successful. However, Meyer &
Rosinger, (2019) noted that while college participation rates have increased there is still a
gap between enrollment rates and completion rates. It is important to note that the

education of our K-12 population will not suffice. Americans are having fewer children
and the numbers of graduating seniors from high school have begun to decline while

adult undergraduate students are becoming our fastest growing population. To that end,
the retention data available today gives an inaccurate picture of successful students who
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persist. The reason that we do not have the full picture is because many of the students in
the university are not being counted in the national data. The empirical research on adult

undergraduate student retention is scant to say the least. A search of literature on adult

student retention over the past decade garners almost no mention.

As stated, persistence and retention are important for, individuals, institutions and
society. The growing population of adult undergraduate students need to be targeted for
retention intervention. Adult students in higher education have been described using

barriers to success and possible risk factors in the literature, (Kasworm, 2003, 2012;
Hardin, 2008; Merriam, Merriam & Baumgartner, 2007; Donaldson & Townsend, 2007
& Donaldson & Graham, 1999). It is well established that adult students come into

higher education with many at-risk factors such as; age, working full or part-time jobs,
having dependents, and being academically unprepared, to name a few. These

characteristics have proven to be barriers to success for some adult students. On the other
hand, regardless of these at-risk factors many adult students continue to enroll and persist

in post-secondary education. Nationally most adult students, at 58.7 percent, begin their
college careers at two-year or under institutions. These include community colleges,

technical institutes and certificate programs (Kasworm, 2003). Community colleges are
recognized as adult student friendly in terms of cost, flexible scheduling and offering
support for non-traditional students. More recently, the NCES (2018) reported that of

full-time undergraduate students, 25 years of age and older, 13% attend 4-year public
universities, 12% attend 4-year private universities and the majority 57% attend 4-year
for-profit universities. Many adult undergraduate students, 25 to 34 years old, attend

part-time, with 25% attending 4-year private universities, 29% attending 4-year public
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and again the majority, 40% attending 4-year for- profit universities. The least number

of adult students attend 4-year private and public universities respectively. These
universities are not often the most adult-student friendly with many services geared
toward traditional aged students. This subpopulation of students is of interest because

while there is little data on their progression and graduation rates, those who are
successful have succeeded despite the odds and have overcome at-risk factors in the

traditional world of higher education.

Statement of the Problem
The main problem to be investigated by this quantitative study is the lack of
knowledge and intervention strategies available to help adult undergraduate students
succeed at 4-year public, urban institutions. In an exhaustive review of the literature very

few empirical studies were found that investigated adult student persistence at 4-year

public, urban institutions. Most of the research on adult students focused on community
colleges because that is where most adult students can be found. Adult students who

attend community colleges do transfer to 4-year institutions, but many do not. This study
will examine adult students who are pursuing a bachelor’s degree at two 4-year, public,

urban university.

Numerous authors have documented the risk factors faced by adult undergraduate

students (Grawe, 2018). The negative view of the journey for adult students that begins
with them being at risk, makes one wonder why any adult would venture into the world

of higher education. I posit that there is a reason and that the motivation is more internal
than external to the student and it is the very reason that they can overcome the risks and

succeed. It is true that many adult students do not persist, and they may leave the
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university at higher rates than traditional students (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Donaldson &
Graham, 1999). Colleges and universities have been challenged to ask, what they can do
to contribute to the success of this population.

Some higher education institutions have answered the call by implementing

initiatives such as, child-care, evening classes, on-line and distance learning. However,
to really assist adult students, colleges and universities must ask, what is it that motivates

adults to apply, enroll and persist? And in what ways can universities not only provide

external supports but also how can they add value to the adult student experience
throughout their academic journey. What characteristics can be fostered and instilled
beyond academic ability to mediate at-risk factors? Four-year institutions that wish to

increase enrollment and retention rates would be wise to put some focus on adult
students. The American Council on Education (ACE, 2017), reported that during the

2011-2012 academic year, 60% of students were nontraditional (Soares, et al., 2017).
These numbers are projected to grow through 2025 according to NCES (2017). Once we

know what it takes for adult students to be successful in their own right and stop trying to
make them fit the mold or adjust the mold to fit them, we can begin to foster individual

characteristics that lead to graduation. In so doing, more adult students will persist, and
institutional retention rates will rise.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between self-efficacy,
academic success and adult student persistence for those who are pursuing a first-time

bachelor’s degree, through the lens of Donaldson & Graham’s (1999) model of college
outcomes for adults. Four research questions drive this study:
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1. To what extent does self-efficacy influence the adult students’ level of

persistence?
2. Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and academic success?
3. Does the level of adult student persistence influence academic success?

4. To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence their level of

persistence?”
Definitions

Adult Undergraduate Students - Adult students, non-traditional students and post-

traditional are interchangeable terms used to describe the adult learner. The definition
used for the purposes of this study has been identified by the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES) as the presence of one or more at-risk factors.
At Risk Factors - The National Center for Education Statistics has identified 7

factors: 1) delayed entry (1 year or more); 2) attending part-time; 3) financially
independent of parents (defined as age 24 by the Department of Education); 4) working
full-time; 5) having dependents other than a spouse; 6) being a single parent; and 7) no

high school diploma.
Sociodemographic Characteristics - For the purpose of this study the following

characteristics along with risk factors make up the student’s sociodemographic profile.

Age, Race, Gender, Marital Status, Financial Funding for College, Intent to Re-Enroll,
Parents or Grandparents with College Degree and Support by a Significant Person.

Self-Efficacy - Bandura (1994), defined self-efficacy as the “beliefs about their

capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over
events that affect their lives (p. 1).” Someone who is highly efficacious will approach a
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difficult task as a challenge and will attribute failure to lack of effort or knowledge and
will try again with renewed resolve. Someone with low self-efficacy may dread a

difficult task and view it as a personal threat. Failing a task will reaffirm their personal

deficiencies and are more likely to become depressed and quit.
Academic Success - For the purposes of this study academic success is a measure

of student’s grade point average and undergraduate credit hours earned.
Retention - is an institutional measure of the rate at which students return to

school from year to year. It is commonly used to measure the percentage of freshmen
that re-enroll the next academic year as sophomores. These measurements are important
to institutions as they are perceived as indicators of the academic quality of the college or

university.

Persistence - measures the students’ ability to successfully complete coursework
and progress from semester-to-semester. More commonly students either persist to

graduation or drop out without earning a degree.
Significance of the Study

This study is significant because it extends the research that currently exists on

adult undergraduate student persistence. It will also provide strength to Donaldson &
Graham’s (1999), model for college outcome for adults because even though it was
developed as a concept to frame research on adult learners its use has been limited. Adult

students have been and will continue to be a vital part of our higher education system.
Colleges and universities would be wise to target this student population as a viable

resource and provide strategies to recruit, educate and graduate adult undergraduate
students.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

In this chapter, further information is provided regarding the theoretical
foundations of this study. The chapter is divided into three main sections. The first

section is a brief history of retention research in higher education, when it began, why it

is important for both institutions and students and how it has changed over the decades.
The second section examines the literature on adult students in higher education,

particularly adult undergraduate students in 4-year universities seeking a first-time
bachelor’s degree. The literature will present the description of adult students and the

barriers that they face in higher education. In addition, the literature will present current

studies on adult student retention and what is being done to increase academic success
and graduation rates for this population.
The third section will examine the research on factors that affect student

outcomes. In addition, the literature on self-efficacy will be reviewed, as to why and how
self-efficacy has emerged in recent decades as a strong factor in relation to academic

success and persistence of college students. There are few studies that have examined the
relationship of self-efficacy to adult students in higher education. There are even fewer
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that examine adult undergraduate students in 4-year urban universities, and it is the aim

of this study to add to the literature and help to fill this gap.
History of Retention Research

Retention and persistence although related concepts are not the same. Retention is
the ability of an institution to retain students from admission until graduation (Berger,
Ramirez, & Lyons, (2012)). Persistence refers to students’ ability to persist year after

year to graduation (Berger et al., 2012). In the early decades of higher education,
retention and persistence was of little significance. There were very few students

enrolling in college, and earning a degree was not of great importance in early American

society (Seidman, 2012). The aim of the university at that time was to prepare men for
the ministry (Berger, et al., 2012). American higher education experienced rapid growth

throughout the 1800’s, and in the nineteenth century there were noticeable increases in
the number of earned degrees (Braxton, 2014). This was in part due to the signing of

Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862, which established a partnership between the federal

government and the states to dedicate public land to each state. The land was then sold,
and the proceeds used to fund the building of institutions of higher learning (Berger, et
al., 2012; McCarthy, 2011 & Thelin, 2011).
In the advent of increased enrollment, colleges and universities began to expand

their curriculum to meet the demands of industry and the economy of the time. This shift
made the college degree more desirable and necessary for employment. As college

degrees became a valuable asset to individuals and necessary for job attainment, college
completion began to be discussed (Seidman, 2012). One of the first studies to examine

student departure was conducted by John McNeely and was published in 1938. He was
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commissioned by the United States Justice Department and the Office of Education

(Berger, et al., 2012).
The title of the study was “College Student Mortality” and he examined data from
sixty colleges and universities to explore the extent of attrition, time to degree and other

factors that led to early departure. McNeely’s findings identified several factors related
to premature departure from the university, including the following: dismissal from the

university, financial problems, illness or death, lack of interest and being called home by

parents (Berger, et al., 2012). This study did not usher in the multitude of retention

research that we see today. On the contrary, after this study was released the country’s
efforts shifted from education to the Great Depression and World War II. It would be
decades before attention once again turned back to the importance of college completion

(Berger, et al., 2012; McCarthy, 2011; Thelin, 2011).
The reappearance of college student retention began after what has been described
as the largest influx of students into higher education to date (Thelin, 2011). The

resurgence began in the late 1940’s, after WWII. The growth of the United States

industry and technology made a college education more desirable. In addition, new

government policies were initiated that opened access to higher education to many
citizens who had no chance previously of attending college (McCarthy, 2011). By
providing financial assistance to a larger segment of the population the United States
began its goal of creating a more knowledgeable and skilled citizenry (Thelin, 2011).

Some of the programs that were developed to open access to higher education
included the National Youth Administration, developed in 1935 to offset the effects of
the depression and funded college opportunities for thousands of students who wanted to
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go to college but were unable to pay. The G.I. Bill, which was instituted after WWII

made it possible for returning soldiers to get an education in order to become employable.
In addition, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the Higher Education Act of

1965, provided government funding, encouraging all citizens to attend college. This

legislation promoted education as necessary for the stability of the United States
(McCarthy, 2011; Seidman, 2012; Thelin, 2011). The Civil Rights movement also
opened doors previously closed to African Americans. Because of these mandates and

American citizens’ need to fulfill the American dream, students flocked into colleges and

universities around the country.

By the 1960’s the rapid growth in higher education had resulted in many
challenges other than retention. Colleges and universities had to deal with overcrowding

and instituting remedial courses for underprepared students. Also, as a result of the
promotion of access and diversity on college campuses, institutions were unprepared to

create supportive environments for diverse racial, ethnic and socioeconomic groups

(Berger, et al., 2012). Research during this era focused primarily on enrollment and
retention research centered on student’s individual characteristics associated with

academic failure (Seidman, 2012).

Retention Models and Theories

It was during the 1960’s that retention research began in earnest. Early research
was characterized by studies focusing on student characteristics as did McNeely’s study
in 1938 (Berger, et al., 2012). Notable retention research includes; William Spady’s
seminal article “Dropouts from Higher Education the Interdisciplinary Review and

Synthesis” in 1971 (Habley, Bloom & Robbins, 2012; Seidman, 2012). Spady argued
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that attrition research was lacking a theoretical model. He suggested a sociological

model. His model theorized that it is an interaction between the student, college
academic system, and social systems that best explain students’ dropout behavior.

Vincent Tinto, (1975), built on Spady’s model, and developed the Interactionist

Theory of student departure. Tinto’s theory maintains that for students to persist,

integration into university systems such as academic performance, faculty/staff
interactions, academic systems, extracurricular activities and peer-group interactions are
necessary. Tinto’s framework was based on Emile Durkheim’s suicide theory (1951) that

posits that an individuals’ inability to integrate into society is a strong precursor to

suicide (Seidman, 2012).
Vincent Tinto’s research on retention is probably the best-known works in the

field of education and it is definitely the most cited (Braxton, 2014; Habley et al., 2012;

Seidman, 2012; Thelin, 2011,). Tinto’s work has been criticized as a one size fits all

model, prompting him to make changes in his theory over time to include the diversity of
students on college campuses (Tinto, 2012). Bean (1980), in response to both Spady and
Tinto, reasoned that Durkheim’s theory of suicide was an inappropriate model for

withdrawal behavior. He theorized that there was insufficient evidence for this model

and at best the analogy was weak. Bean (1980) initially proposed a model that more

closely aligned to the turnover in a work organization. His model emphasized the
importance of environmental factors that were developed from literature about turnover

in work organizations and student attrition. His model was criticized because it failed to

account for eighty percent of the variance in dropout for women and ninety percent of the
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variance in dropout for men. Considering this, his model was not a better paradigm than

Tinto’s Internationalist Theory (Morrison & Sliverman, 2012).
Bean (1985), still believed that Tinto’s model required to heavily on social

variables, such as making friends, joining clubs and becoming engaged in campus life.
He hypothesized that not all students fit into Tinto’s paradigm, nontraditional students,
who were rarely socially integrated into their university. The model developed by Bean
& Metzner (1985), considered the criteria used to describe nontraditional students.

According to Bean & Metzner (1985), nontraditional students meet at least one of the

following criteria: older than twenty-four years; a commuter student; enrolled part-time
and has much more interaction with the non-collegiate external environment. In light of

that, they believed that nontraditional students’ decision to dropout was based on
academic variables; background variables; psychological variables; and environmental

variables, with the emphasis being on environmental or external factors (Morrison &
Silverman, 2012). Bean & Metzner’s (1985) model of nontraditional student attrition
ushered in the first model that accounted for the differences in traditional aged and

nontraditional aged students.

Donaldson & Graham (1999) developed a comprehensive model of outcomes for

adult students. It followed a review of the literature on adult students and reflects six key
elements associated with adult student’s college experience. The components include

students’; 1) prior experiences; 2) orienting frameworks, such as motivation, self -

confidence and value system; 3) adult’s cognition of the declarative, procedural and self
regulating knowledge structures and processes; 4) the “connecting classroom” as their
social engagement and for negotiation meaning for learning; 5) the life-world
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environment and the concurrent work, family and community settings; and 6) the

different types and levels of learning outcomes experienced by adults.

Several research studies and dissertations have framed their studies using aspects

of Donaldson & Graham’s model and findings have indicated that it is an appropriate
model for adult, nontraditional student outcomes (Giancola, Munz, & Tares, 2008;

Justice & Dornan, 2001; Philibert, Allen & Elleven, 2008; & Samuels, Beach & Palmer,
2011-2012). The current study will add to the literature and provide the application of

Donaldson & Graham’s (1999), model of college outcomes for adults.
Measures of Retention

All colleges and universities are required to submit retention figures to federal and

state entities. These measures are important because an institutions’ retention and

graduation rates may affect their reputation as well as state funding (Habley et al., 2012;
Braxton, 2014). Over the past few years the U.S. News & World Report has published an

annual ranking of college and university graduation rates. Universities have come to
recognize this ranking as a prestige barometer and an area of competition (Hagedorn,

2012).
Retention and graduation rates are measured differently. Federal guidelines

quantify retention as a measurement of continuous enrollment from the fall of the first
year of enrollment to the fall of the second year (Braxton, 2014; Hagedorn, 2012). The
measure includes first-time, full-time, degree seeking students. This is a short time
measure and is only taken once for each incoming fall semester cohort. The rationale for

taking the measure at the first year is that research has shown that a student is at the most
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risk of leaving the university in their first year (Braxton, 2014; Habley et al., 2012;

Seidman, 2012; Tinto, 2012).

Graduation rate is a measure of the percentage of full-time, first-time, degree
seeking students enrolled, who graduate after 150% of the normal time for completion.
In the case of four-year colleges, it is 6 years and 3 years for two-year colleges

(Hagedorn, 2012). The problem with the measures of retention and graduation rates are

the many students who are not counted (Donaldson & Graham, 1999; Hagedorn, 2005,

2012; Seidman, 2012). Hagedorn (2012) explains that the formulas omit part-time
students; returning students, transfer students, and students who leave after the second
year.
Retention in the 21st Century
Retention continues to be a very real concern and is a major policy issue in higher

education (Berger, et al., 2012). Many if not all colleges and universities are committed
to the successful completion of their students. Retention is currently a key indicator of an
institution’s effectiveness. A report by the American College Testing (ACT 2012) states
that nationwide 28% of freshmen do not return to school for their sophomore year. At

highly selective institutions the rate of dropout is 8%, 35% at less selective institutions
and almost 50% at open enrollment colleges and universities. These numbers are worse
if counted by subpopulations, underrepresented minorities, first generation students, those
from low socioeconomic backgrounds and nontraditional students (Braxton et al., 2014;

Seidman, 2012). These statistics are not a new phenomenon, as departure rates have

varied little over time (Braxton, 2014).
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As a result of the research in the area of persistence many institutions have
developed programs and departments designed to increase student retention (Braxton,

2014; Habley et al., 2012; Tinto, 2012). The past 30 years of retention research has
identified core competencies of student success not just characteristics of failure.

Competencies include student engagement, institutional culture that promotes
persistence, academic preparation, psychosocial characteristics, financial aid and
scholarships and career development (Braxton, 2014; Habley et al., 2012; Tinto, 2012).

Many have met the challenge and instituted programs and are making some small gains

in retention and graduation rates (Habley et al., 2012; Tinto, 2012). Retention and
persistence are difficult constructs because of the myriad of complexities involved. There

is no one size fits all for students or institutions. It is up to individual institutions to
decide which factors are worthy of institutional action. Four-year colleges and
universities with a large transfer population or a large population of adult undergraduate

students will have to tailor interventions to meet their needs. Each college must create
and implement its own program uniquely designed to meet its own resources and

institutional purposes (Morrison & Silverman, 2012).
Research on Adult Students
There is a diverse body of research examining the journey of the nontraditional

adult students as they navigate through higher education. The majority of research on
adult undergraduate students was implemented with one or more of the following goals;
to define the nontraditional adult student (Compton, Cox & Laanan, 2006; Schuetze &

Slowey, 2002), Hostetler, Sweet & Moen (2007); to identify and describe the special
needs and problems of this population (Compton, et al., 2006; Hardin, 2008; Schuetze &
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Slowey, 2002), to describe the adult learner, how they learn and their motivations

(Robbins, et al., 2004) and to suggest institutional services to meet their needs and
enhance their experience in higher education (Hardin, 2008; Kasworm, 2003; Lumina,

2007; Merriam, et al., 2007).
Most notably Donaldson and Townsend (2007) conducted a content-analysis to
examine refereed higher education journals that were published between 1990 and 2003

to find how often adult students were the topic of research. They also wanted to examine

how the scholarly discourse in journals portrayed adult students. Their findings indicated
that only 41 (1.27%) articles of 3,219 were about adult undergraduate students. Most of

these articles were found in community college journals (18) and the least (3) were found

in higher education journals. Eight articles were reviews of literature or conceptual
pieces. Out of 33 empirical articles 27 or 82% used quantitative research, 4 used a mixed
design, one research study used a historical approach and 1 study used an unspecified

qualitative approach.
The researchers developed four perspectives of how adult students were portrayed

in the scholarly discourse. Adult students are invisible, acknowledged but devalued,
accepted, and finally, embraced. “Invisible” describes when there is no mention of adult
students. This did not occur because only articles with adult students as the topic of

research were reviewed. In the acknowledged but devalued category, thirteen articles
were identified, where adult students were portrayed as deficient, problematic or different

in comparison to traditional students. In the “accepted” perspective there were 19 articles,
where age is the primary determining factor for differentiating between traditional and

adult students. Each group, traditional and nontraditional are also treated homogeneously
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when generalizing. Finally, 9 articles fit into the “embraced” category where authors

treat adult students heterogeneously and try to dispel the notion that all adult students are
“at-risk” by default (Donaldson & Townsend, 2007).

This review of adult college students in the higher education research is important

because it serves as a caution for researchers to remember that “the language used to talk

about adults in higher education is important, for it not only reflects our thinking but also
contributes to a construction of reality” (Gumport, 2001, p.82). The reality is that the

adult student population has been on a steady increase over the past few decades and
show no signs of slowing (Kasworm, 2012; Lumina; 2007, NCES, 2010a). According to
the ACE (2017) during the academic year 2011-2012 about 60% of students were over 25
years old. Therefore, a continued lack of empirical research or marginalization of the

adult undergraduate student in the literature can denote a perception of irrelevance or
insignificance in the field (Shakeshaft, 1989).
Currently the adult undergraduate student population is approximately 37% or 7.4

million students of the total 19. million undergraduate students enrolled (NCES, 2018).

During the past decade adult students, 25 years and over, enrolled in undergraduate
programs increased while traditional aged students, 24 and under, decreased (Donaldson
& Towsend, 2007; Schaefer, 2010; Schatzel, et al., 2011 & Kasworm, 2018). This trend

is expected to continue as some projections indicate that the peak of graduating high

school students seen in 2008 may not be seen again due to economic and societal
changes. (Grawe, 2018).

The reasons that non-traditional students enter, or re-enter higher education are as

varied as the population. Most often their returns are triggered by a life event, such as
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divorce or losing a job (Hardin, 2008; Kasworm, 2003, 2012). However, their
motivations seem to be primarily career oriented, either to update current job skills or to

acquire new job skills. Family transitions are oftentimes noted, artistic reasons or to
fulfill a long-ago goal of earning a college degree (Kasworm, 2003, 2012). It is not
surprising that the overarching reasons for adult students' return to college are economic

or career related. Our society is moving toward a more technological and knowledge

based society (Kasworm, 2003, 2012; Lumina, 2014). More than ever jobs today require
some level of post-secondary education. Many business leaders believe that their ability

to sustain growth is based on adult workers who gain the skill needed to meet the
demands of a changing knowledge base of their workplaces. Additionally, there is a push

nationally to increase degree attainment for the United States to compete globally
(Lumina, 2007).

Even though, adult students are motivated to enroll in higher education they do
come into the system with challenges. Most adult students juggle multiple roles such as

parenting, jobs, and family obligations. In addition, several factors have been identified
that also hinder their success. These factors include; delaying enrollment to higher

education, enrolling part-time, working full-time, being financially independent, being
financially responsible for others, family responsibilities, having academic deficiencies,

and having a GED (Kaufman & Bradbury, 1992; NCES, 2002; Grawe, 2018). These

competing factors sometimes interfere with the commitment needed to attend and persist
in post-secondary education. It is more important than ever to embrace the nontraditional student population and determine interventions and strategies to aid in their

degree attainment, (Donaldson & Graham, 1999; Donaldson & Townsend, 2007).
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According to Pusser, (2006), our labor force includes 54 million adults who lack a

college degree and of those about 34 million have no college experience. So, while it is

important to graduate our traditional-aged students we must also recruit and graduate our

adult population. The increase of global economic competition along with fast paced
technological changes necessitates change both institutionally and individually if we are
to sustain. The ability to earn a comfortable living without an advanced education is a

thing of the past (Pusser, 2006; Lumina Foundation, 2007, 2010; Meyer & Rosinger,
2019).

Based on this data it is not surprising that the numbers of adult students enrolling

in higher education are on a steady increase. Their choices of institutions are also diverse
and are related to access, cost and personal goals. Nationally most adult students, 58.7
percent, begin their college careers at two-year or under institutions. These include

community colleges, technical institutes and certificate programs, (Kasworm, 2003).
Community colleges are attractive to adult students because they are adult student

friendly in terms of cost, offer flexible scheduling and most offer additional support for
non-traditional students. More recently, the NCES (2019) reported that of full-time

undergraduate students, 25 years of age and older, 13% attend 4-year public universities,

12% attend 4-year private universities and the majority 57% attend 4-year for-profit
universities. Many adult undergraduate adult students 25 to 34 years old, attend part
time, with 25% attending 4-year private universities, 29% attending 4-year public and
again the majority, 40% attending 4-year for- profit universities. The least number of

adult students attend 4-year private and public universities respectively. These
universities are not often the most adult-student friendly with many services geared
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toward traditional aged students. This subpopulation of students is of interest because

while there is little data on their progression and graduation rates, those who are
successful have succeeded despite the odds and have overcome at-risk factors in the

traditional world of higher education.
Adult Student Retention

Adult student retention has become of greater concern in recent years (Hardin,

2008; Kasworm, 2012; Tilgham, 2012; Wyatt, 2011). As adult students continue to be a
source of growth for many college and university undergraduate degree programs, adult

student retention management will become critical (Fincher, 2010; Kasworm, 2003,

2012; Tilghman, 2012). The adult student population in four-year institutions is growing
and the population of traditional aged students is decreasing (NCES 2011). National
projections to 2019 predict a 23 percent rise in enrollments of students over the age of 25

and only a 9 percent increase in students under 25 (NCES 2010a). If these predictions

hold true, colleges and universities must develop a plan to define and measure adult

student retention (Tilgham, 2012). Currently adult student retention is not tracked at
most four-year colleges and universities (Braxton, et al. 2014; Hagedorn, 2012; Tilgham,

2012; Zhang, Lui, & Hagedorn, 2013).
Retention rates at four-year universities is a measure of enrollment of full-time,
first-time, degree seeking students from fall semester of their first year until fall semester

of their second year (Hagedorn, 2012). According to Tilgham (2012), these numbers
exclude transfer and part-time student resulting in most adult students not being counted.

Defining adult student retention has its challenges. There is not a standard in the United

States for recording or reporting data regarding retention and graduation rates of adult
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students (McCann & Laitinen, 2014; Tilgham, 2012). But even before adult student
retention can be measured across institutions there needs to be an agreed upon definition

of adult retention and what counts as adult retention. Most adult students are not enrolled
full-time, they may have transfer credit and work experience and/or military training.

Many adults may also stop and start their enrollment making it difficult to measure them
by the same metric used for traditional students (Tilgham, 2012; McCann & Laitinen,

2014).

Several researchers have reported the problems with the current system of
reporting graduation rates (Fincher, 2010; Tilgham, 2012; Wyatt, 2011). Many

institutions try to increase graduation rates by instituting retention programs aimed at
traditional students. Even though for many universities traditional students are only

about half of the student population they serve, these students remain the priority for
retention intervention. Fortunately, over the past decade the federal government has been

working to find better reporting measures (ACE, 2013; McCann & Laitinen, 2014).

Beginning in the 2015-2016 academic year the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) required institutions to report persistence information on part-time

students as well as those who come into the university with prior credit (McCann &
Laitinen, 2014). The new Outcome Measures component of IPEDS collects the

enrollment and completion status of students 8 years after entering the college or

university (NCES 2018). The institution reports whether they have earned a degree at

their initial college, remained enrolled, transferred or if they were no longer enrolled and
had not earned a credential (NCES, 2018). These new national requirements to report
this data may drive more institutions to pay closer attention to adult student persistence.
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Empirical research studies on adult student persistence at four-year universities
are few (Donaldson & Graham, 2007; Gudos & Dooris, 2008). The studies that did

investigate non-traditional student retention either examined barriers to their success or
characteristics that contributed to their success. Overall, research has found that barriers
to student persistence and success are categorized in four areas (Fairchild, 2003; Hardin,

2008). The first category is institutional. Institutional barriers are defined as college and

university procedures and red tape that hinder the progress of adult students. Institutional
barriers include poor advising on career orientation; class work that does not meld life
experiences with subject matter; and business office hours and class hours that are

incongruent with student availability. Next, there are situational or dispositional
variables that hinder adult students. Hardin (2008) and Fairchild (2003), both describe
situational barriers as variables that are unique to the students and cannot be removed by

the university. However, their descriptions are slightly different. Fairchild, (2003), lists

basic needs (i.e. food, rent, and mortgage) as taking priority over school, in addition to
childcare and job responsibilities as situational. Under the category of dispositional

barriers, Fairchild, 2003, reports time demands, role overload and role contagion (i.e.
preoccupation with one role while performing another. While Hardin, (2008), describes

situational barriers as, role conflicts, time management issues, family and work problems

and financial or economic variables.
Hardin, (2008) describes two additional categories. The third category is

educational barriers and refers to adult students not being academically prepared after
being out of high school for so long. They may not have taken college preparation

courses or may not have graduated from high school but earned a GED. The final
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category of barriers to adult student persistence are psychological variables.
Psychological barriers include, inadequate coping skills, lack of self-confidence, poor

self-image, anxiety about schooling based on past educational experiences and negative

beliefs or expectations of one’s own ability. Findings from the studies that identified
these barriers generated recommendations for college and university staff.

Recommendations included providing opportunities for adult student to engage with
faculty and their traditional aged counterparts (Zhang, et al., 2013). Also, to assist

students to become more involved in campus life or establish learning communities for

adult students as a way for them to connect with other adult students, providing them a
comfort zone so that they don’t feel alone (Heard, 2011; Zhang, et al., 2013). Another
outcome was to provide development for faculty as it relates to adult learners, to improve

classroom interactions (Zhang, et al., 2013). Finally, colleges should provide orientation
programs tailored to adult learners. Oftentimes, things have changed considerably since
the last time, that they were in college and they just need to be grounded.

Other research includes survey studies that explored nontraditional student needs,
(Duggan & Pickering, 2008; Hadfield, 2003). The research indicates that student needs

included more evening and weekend classes to fit into the schedule of students who have

competing responsibilities throughout the day, child daycare, academic advisors with an
expertise in career advising to guide adult students toward employment. Also included in

the research are comparison studies that examined the differences between first-year

students and continuing students’ characteristics for success as well as, the motivational
differences between traditional and non-traditional students (Giancola, et al., 2008; Bye,

Pushkar & Conway, 2007; Gudos & Dooris, 2008). Findings in the comparison studies
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indicated differences in motivations to attend college and differences in the predictors of

success for the two populations.
More recent research on adult persistence has begun to investigate why some

adult students persist while others do not even though the risk factors that affect adult
student retention are present in most student profiles. The American Council on
Education (2012), reported the findings from a National Center for Educational Statistics
6-year study. They found that nontraditional students are less likely to complete their
program. The study followed students enrolled at four-year universities and found that

students with at least 2 risk factors completed at a rate of less than 15% compared with a
57% completion rate for traditional students. Risk factors, included delayed enrollment

after high school, being financially independent, working full-time, having dependents

other that spouse, being a single parent and not having a high school diploma (NCES

2002). These are not characteristics that can be changed either by the institution or the
student. So, researchers are left with the task of developing interventions that will make

a difference despite risk factors.
Findings from one research study that examined social cognitive predictors of

persistence found that while many studies rely on standardized measures to predict
success, it may be more useful to investigate non-cognitive factors (i.e. ability,

motivation, conscientiousness, confidence, self-concept, self-efficacy) in relation to adult

students, (Alarcon & Edwards (2012). For many adult students, high school grade point
averages (GPA) are low or they are 10 or more years old. Adults also may not have

taken an ACT or SAT test and college GPA’s may be from prior college course work

(Alarcon, & Edwards, 2012; Chemers & Garcia, 2001). In a study examining transfer

27

students’ persistence to bachelor’s degree attainment, Wang (2009) reported that
psychosocial traits influence nontraditional student outcomes. His findings indicated that

locus of control (over a student’s environment) and community college grade point
average were significant predictors of persistence at 4-year universities. He called for

more research to explore other traits, knowledge, skills and abilities that may contribute
retention.

Psychosocial or non-cognitive factors have emerged as powerful indicators of
college success (Robbins et .al, 2004; Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001; Pajeres, 1996).

During the 1990’s the first studies regarding self-efficacy emerged at the higher

education level (Van Dinther, Dochy & Segrs, 2011). Self-efficacy research in the
1970’s and 1980’s was limited to elementary level education. It was shown that self

efficacy is vital to academic performance and that the self-efficacy of elementary school

children could be affected positively (Van Dinther, et al, 2011). In a review of thirty-nine
empirical research studies Van Dinther, et al., (2011) found that it is also possible to

influence student’s self-efficacy in higher education programs.

Self-Efficacy
Bandura (1977, 1989) was the first to introduce the concept of self-efficacy. It is

defined as the beliefs about one’s own capabilities to succeed in specific situations or

accomplish a task and produce levels of performance that exercise influence over events
that affect one’s life (Bandura, 1994). It determines how people feel, think, motivate

themselves and behave. Someone who is highly efficacious will approach a difficult task
as a challenge and will attribute failure to lack of effort or knowledge and will try again

with renewed resolve. Someone with low self-efficacy may dread a difficult task and
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view it as a personal threat. Failing a task will reaffirm their personal deficiencies and
they are more likely to become depressed and quit. Positive self-efficacy can be the

difference between success and failure as it adds a level of motivation and persistence
(Bandura, 1989).
“The capacity to exercise control over one’s own thought process is a distinctly
human characteristic, making it possible for people to effect change in themselves
and their situations through their own efforts.” (Bandura, 1989 p. 1175)

Self-efficacy beliefs affect thought patterns that can either motivate or hinder an
individual’s actions. A strong sense of efficacy is required to remain task oriented in the

face of failure. On the other hand, someone who is overwhelmed with self-doubt can be
inconsistent in their analytic thinking.
According to Bandura (1989), there are four main sources of information that

create student’s self-efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social

persuasions and physiological and psychological states. Mastery experiences are
authentic successes in dealing with a particular situation. This source is considered the

most powerful source of creating a strong sense of efficacy because it is first-hand
experience. If an individual has repeated success at a particular task, that success

provides genuine evidence that they have the capability to succeed. However, repeated
instances of failure will do just the opposite. Successes will build self-efficacy, but
failures will lower it especially if the failures occur before a strong sense of efficacy is
developed.

The second source for creating efficacy is vicarious experiences or observational
experiences through social models. Bandura (1989) suggests that by observing peers

succeed, who are similar to oneself, one will gain faith in one’s capability to perform a
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task. Self-efficacy gained vicariously is more difficult to maintain especially if failures

later occur when one performs the task oneself. The third source of information that can
create positive efficacy is persuasive communication and positive feedback. Creating

efficacy through feedback is most effective when given to students by people who the

student perceives as knowledgeable and reliable if the feedback is realistic.
The final source of perceived efficacy is physiological and psychological states.
This source relates to mood states, such as, anxiety, tension, excitement and stress
reactions. These psychosomatic responses reduce people’s stress reactions and alter

their negative emotional proclivities and misinterpretations of their physical states. As
noted, students’ efficacy can be increased in several ways; however, self-efficacy will not

make students accomplish tasks beyond their capabilities by simply believing that they
can. On the contrary, self-efficacy beliefs are “rules for action” (Van Dinther, et al.,

2011). Self-efficacy beliefs affect thought patterns that can motivate, and challenging
goals raise the level of motivation and performance attainments (Bandura, 1989, 1986;
Pajares, 1996). Self-efficacy beliefs help to determine how much effort students will

expend on an activity, how long they will persevere when confronting obstacles and how

resilient they will be in the face of adverse situations (Pajares, 1996). The best-case

scenario is when students’ self-efficacy beliefs are reasonably accurate efficacy
appraisals, though the most functional efficacy judgment slightly exceeds what one can
actually accomplish. A slightly exaggerated self-efficacy results in pursuing more

challenging tasks and persisting longer (Bandura, 1986, 1989).

Persistence and retention research examining self-efficacy, much like all
persistence research primarily focuses on traditional students (Robbins, et al., 2004). In
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many studies self-efficacy has been consistently proven to be a strong predictor of
persistence and academic success for the traditional undergraduate population (Bandura,

2012; Chemers, et al., 2001; Davidson, Feldman & Margalit, 2012; Gore, 2006; Robbins
et al., 2004; Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1996). Robbins et al., (2004) conducted a meta
analysis of 109 articles to estimate the overall effect of nine factors on two outcomes,
retention and cumulative grade point average. The nine factors represented the construct

of psychosocial and study skill factors (PSF). The empirical studies were gathered from
the psychological and educational literature and the scope was limited to studies of full

time students at four-year institutions in the United States.

Their findings indicated that most of the variables that were tested (i.e. academic
goals, institutional commitment, social support, social involvement, academic self

efficacy, academic construct, financial support and institutional selectivity), were found
to be positively correlated with retention (Robbins, et al., 2004). However, academic
self-efficacy, academic goals and academic related skills were found to have a moderate

relationship to retention. They also found that the best predictors of GPA were academic
self-efficacy and achievement motivation. According to Robbins, et al., (2004), the
results of this study emphasized the need to re-evaluate persistence models and theories

of college outcomes to incorporate key psychosocial and study skill factors into models
in the future.
Self-Efficacy and Adult Students
Few studies have investigated self-efficacy and adult undergraduate students but

of those who have, the findings are consistent with findings of traditional students. In a

longitudinal study of community college students where the mean age for participants
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was 24 years old, participants completed a self-efficacy instrument at the beginning of the
semester and their scores were recorded. At the end of the semester the participants again
completed the survey. Results showed a high internal consistency of the instrument as
well as a significant positive relationship between self-efficacy scores for education and

cumulative GPA at the end of the academic year (Majer, 2009). The results suggest a
positive relationship between higher self-efficacy scores and higher grades.
Additional research investigating self-efficacy and adult students looked at

different constructs. A research study that examined sources of social support and self
efficacy for adult students found an interesting dynamic. Participants were incoming

students and graduating students with graduating students scoring about the same or

higher on most constructs. However, adult students who were beginning their college

experience had greater self-efficacy about their ability to finish homework and to use the
library effectively than students who were graduating from the program (Lundberg,

McIntire & Creasman, 2008). The authors explain that this may be due to adults

developing a more realistic appraisal of their abilities as they proceed through college.
Graduating adult students however, scored higher self-efficacy scores for writing papers,
oral presentations and ability to synthesize written material from various sources than

incoming adult students. The authors suggest that the results may suggest an intervention
point for counselors to initiate programs to teach students how to manage homework or

use the library effectively.
Two additional studies that investigated self-efficacy were comparison studies

that examined subject specific self-efficacy, math self-efficacy and finance self-efficacy
between adult students and traditional students (Jameson & Fusco 2014; Malhotra &

32

James, 2013). Both studies showed outcomes of adult students scoring lower on self

efficacy that traditional students. Results were attributed to adult student anxiety for

math and finance. Authors suggest that because surveys were given in the beginning of
the course and adult students were in the class with traditional students, they may have

felt ill-equipped for the course because they had been out of high school for some time.
Suggestions that adult students may benefit from a peer mentor or some form of tutoring

may increase their efficacy. It may also be useful to administer the survey again at the
end of the course to see if there are changes in their scores.

Some studies have shown positive results from self-efficacy intervention with
traditional students. Researchers found that students who participated in a study skills
course increased their self-reported skill ability and their self-efficacy scores
(Wernersbach, Crowley, Bates & Rosenthal, 2014). Other researchers have reported

similar results from intervention courses where pre and post test scores showed
significant increases in self-efficacy (Brewer, Yucedag-Ozcan, 2013; Davidson, et al.,

2012; Kennett & Reed, 2009). These studies have shown that it is possible to increase a
student’s self-efficacy through intervention. Robbins et al. (2004) found that higher self
efficacy relates to higher grade point averages and persistence, therefore more research

with the adult undergraduate student population may provide intervention strategies to
increase self-efficacy and improve their persistence to degree attainment.

At-Risk Students in Higher Education
Determining which students are at-risk of failing or dropping out of college is

important if there are to be some proactive intervention strategies aimed at persistence
and retention. Describing students as at-risk, holds some risk in itself for students
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characterized in this way, as it may lead to self-fulfilling prophecy for some individuals
(Gray, 2013). However, it cannot be ignored that many students enter the university

underprepared either academically or socially and find the transition to college life

overwhelming (Gray, 2013; Pittendrigh, Borkowski, Swinford & Plumb, 2016). Much

research has been dedicated to retention and identifying students at-risk of failure with
the focus primarily on first-year freshmen (Tinto, 1993; Robbins et al., 2006; Hagedorn,

2012). Additionally, many researchers have noted the risk factors and barriers to adult
student success as well as providing an understanding of the differences between
traditional-aged and non-traditional-aged students (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Donaldson &

Graham, 1999; Fairchild, 2003; Kasworm, 2003; Merriam, 2008).
Traditional At-Risk Students
Retention and graduation rates for four-year public and private universities have
not increased significantly over the past several decades. To increase these rates colleges

and universities have begun to look at their student populations, especially freshmen
cohorts and what they can do to help them to be successful. There is a myriad of

complexities that lead to student departure and it has been documented since the first
retention study in 1933, (Thelin, 2011). However, because the measures of retention

directly reflect on a university’s ranking and are perceived indicators of academic quality

it stands to reason a lot of the focus would be on the freshman cohort.
Researchers use different markers to identify traditional versus non-traditional
students, with the most popular being age. College students 24 years old and younger are
considered traditional with those 25 years old and over being non-traditional (Brock,

2010; Kim, 2002). Traditional students considered at-risk are those with the following
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characteristics: low high school grade point average and low ACT or SAT scores, low

socio-economic background, first generation college students, and being a student of
color, (Brock, 2010; Gray, 2013). It is also well-known that how these students perform

academically and engage with the college community in their first year is a marker for

continued success (Tinto, 1993). It is common for colleges to provide support for these
students in the form of freshman seminars to help students to acclimate to the college
culture and learn the ways of college life. In addition, there are programs for first

generation college students (i.e. TRIO), designed to support their navigation of the
college system and encourage them to use the out of class services available such as

tutoring centers or writing labs (Brock, 2008; Chen, 2012; & Hirsch, 2001).
Non-Traditional At-Risk Students

On the other hand, most non-traditional students entering the university for the
first time are not guided with the same proactive interventions as the freshmen. Even

though according to the research, nearly all non-traditional students are at risk of
dropping out of college. The National Center for Education Statistics (2002) identified
seven“at-risk” factors as follows: 1) delayed entry (1 year or more); 2) attending part

time; 3) financially independent of parents (defined as age 24 by the Department of
Education); 4) working full-time; 5) having dependents other than a spouse; 6) being a

single parent; and 7) no high school diploma. Horton (2015) listed additional risk factors
derived from multiple sources including poverty, being a first-generation college student,
being a minority student, having limited English proficiency, having older siblings who

dropped out of high school, lacking knowledge about college admissions/matriculation,
socioeconomic status and technology skill limitation. The primary reason that these
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factors put a student at risk for non-completion is for many students the focus and

dedication it takes to succeed often takes second place to other life roles.

While these factors are often attributed to adult students, according to an NCES
(2015) report a large percentage of all undergraduate students possess these
characteristics. A report created by Radford, Cominole & Skomsvold (2015) about 74%

of all 2011-2012 undergraduates had at least one non-traditional characteristic. It is with
this in mind that this study defines adult students as those with at least one of these risk

factors in an attempt to look beyond the traditional students, who are declining in

numbers to address the largest group possible.
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study was Donaldson & Graham’s,

(1999), model of college outcomes for adults. The authors pooled together research and

literature on adult students’ experiences in higher education, and the multifaceted nature
of their lives to develop key components that affect their educational experience. The
model contends that due to the complex nature of their lives and the multiple hats that

they wear, adult students interact in the classroom and with their peers in novel ways.

Adults come into the university with a rich personal history and experiences that enable
them to link new knowledge to an existing complex schema that allows them to make

direct connections and applications for use in their lives. The model is primarily based

on the work of Kasworm, (1995), Kasworm and Blowers (1994) and Graham &
Donaldson (1996), who examined the experiences and outcomes from adult
undergraduate educational experiences. It is an open model that considers the impact of

factors outside of the college environment that affect learning and college outcomes.
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This is important because for adult students their role is oftentimes one of many (i.e.,
parent, spouse, employee, and caregiver) that encompasses their lives. It differs from

other models that focus primarily on the college environmental factors (Donaldson &

Graham, 1999).
The model is comprised of six components; 1) prior experience and
personal biographies; 2) adult cognition; 3) the connecting classroom; 4) life-world
environment; 5) college outcomes; and 6) psychosocial and value orientations. These six
outcomes can be used to analyze adult students’ experiences in higher education and their

outcomes. This is not a linear model but assumes an interaction between the various
components. The first component is prior experience and personal biographies, which
influence the knowledge structures of the adult cognition component. Adults have rich

personal biographies gained from their prior experiences that also impact their

motivations, self-esteem, self-confidence, responsibility and intent. Their biographies
also play a major role in learners’ psychosocial and value orientations. Most importantly,
prior experiences set the stage for how adult learners will interpret and evaluate their
experiences in higher education (Donaldson & Graham, 1999).

The second component is adult cognition which focuses on the knowledge

structures and learning processes adults bring to college. It includes three discrete forms

of cognition, declarative and procedural knowledge structures, metacognitive or self
regulating processes and cognitive operations through which knowledge structures are

developed. This is a complex schema that allows adults to connect new information to

something they have already experienced. Adults can then make concrete connections to
the real world often making new knowledge in the context of how it can be used. The
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degree to which they are able to make the connections, influences the value of their
college experience (Donaldson & Graham, 1999).

The third component is the connecting classroom. The connecting classroom
addresses the ways that adults use the classroom and their interactions with peers and

faculty as a springboard for their learning. Donaldson and Graham’s (1999) research has
shown that adult students are less involved in campus activities because of their multiple
life roles and time constraints. Therefore, adult students’ campus interaction and student

involvement is centered on the classroom which mediates all other components of the

model.
The fourth component, life-world environment refers to the different
contexts in which adults work and live, specifically the roles they occupy in their various
work, family and community settings. These settings serve as out of class contexts for

learning or making meaning of what they have learned in the classroom. These avenues
act as alternate paths for conventional campus involvement. As environments also serve
as support systems for adult students and as such, can either enhance or detract from the

psychosocial and value orientation (Donaldson & Graham, 1999). The fifth component is
college outcomes for adults. This component is derived from the college experience.

Donaldson & Graham (1999) suggest that adults may really be seeking and achieving

different levels of outcomes from their college experiences and learning. It questions

whether adults distinguish between successes in their learning and success in college.
The sixth component includes psychosocial and value orientations which are the

values and psychosocial motivations that influence adults’ abilities to learn and remain in
college. Value dimensions influence adult student persistence to the extent of their
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commitment to their role as a student. This is important given the multiple roles that they

must juggle. Psychosocial elements include concerns associated with a “fear of being too
old” as well as deficiencies in academic abilities (Donald & Graham, 1999). The model

was developed in part to explain how adults do as well in college as traditional aged
students despite the unique ways that they engage in the college environment. It does not

however, assume homogeneity among adult student outcomes. The levels of outcomes
vary for adult students as it does for traditional students.
Summary

Throughout the history of higher education institutions have been concerned

about the retention of students. To date, federal, state and local administrators are
troubled with attrition rates and continue to push university leaders to improve their

graduation rates and produce a more educated citizenry. There is growing concern that
the largest population of society without a college degree is our adult population who are
also the largest population of citizens and our current work force (Pusser, 2006).

The literature presented has demonstrated that retention is a complex puzzle and
that many variables contribute to student persistence and dropout behavior. There are

several retention models and theories that approach student persistence from different
frameworks. But what they do have in common are the predictors of academic success

which include students’ cognitive ability, integration into the university and the
responsibilities that they have other than school.

Additionally, the literature has also shown that persistence research has shifted
toward including non-cognitive factors in the investigation of how these factors relate to

student motivation and academic success. Self-efficacy has been proven to be one of the
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most significant psychosocial variables that contribute to academic success, student
persistence and retention. This is a very important revelation because self-efficacy is a
malleable trait that can be used as an intervention strategy to improve persistence. The

participants in the majority of these higher education research studies are traditional aged
students. There are few studies that have measured adult student self-efficacy and the

results are contradictory. Reasons noted for the discrepancy are the scales that were used,

(i.e., general versus task specific), and the timing of the testing. This study will add to
the adult student persistence theory and provide additional evidence determining if self

efficacy plays a role in adult student success.
Finally, the case has been made for the necessity to increase the numbers of adults
who hold college degrees in the United States. It is important to target the adult

undergraduate student for intervention strategies that will contribute to their academic

success and persistence to degree attainment. While there are no easy answers to the
retention problem in higher education, developing intervention strategies would be a step

in the right direction. The adult undergraduate student has become a part of the fabric of
higher education and this group of students deserve as much if not more attention than
the decreasing numbers of traditional students entering the university.

The next chapter outlines the methods for investigating the research questions that
examine the relationship of self-efficacy, academic success and persistence of

undergraduate nontraditional students at a 4-year, public, urban university.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS

This chapter will describe the methodology used for this research study. Included
will be a description of the research design, the study setting, population and sample,

instrumentation and data collection procedures. The purpose of this quantitative study is

to extend previous research by applying Donaldson & Graham’s (1999) theoretical

model, to examine and describe the relationship between self-efficacy, academic success
and adult student persistence. The goal is to identify characteristics that can be targeted
for intervention to increase the persistence and graduation rates for non-traditional
students. The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between self-efficacy,

academic success and adult student persistence for those who are pursuing a first-time

bachelor’s degree, through the application Donaldson & Graham’s (1999), model of
college outcomes for adults. Four research questions drive this study:
1.

To what extent does self-efficacy influence the adult students’ level of

persistence?
2.

Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and academic success?

3.

Does the level of adult student persistence influence academic success?
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4.

To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence their

level of persistence?”

Conceptual Framework
In addition to Donaldson and Graham’s (1999) theory, this study is framed in the

literature of adult students’ journey throughout their academic careers (Kasworm, 2012).
As the literature shows adult students come into institutions of higher learning with many
characteristics that can put them at risk for not completing a degree. Risk factors include;

delayed entry, attending part-time, being financially independent of parents, working full
time, having dependents other than a spouse, being a single parent and not having a high

school diploma. The framework also encompasses Alfred Bandura’s (1979) concept,
perceived self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to the thoughts and actions taken by people

that affect power over their life situations and destiny. Using this concept, it is the goal

of this study to examine the successes of these students to explore areas of opportunity
for intervention to increase retention and graduation rates among the nontraditional

student population. This study will also add to research aimed at recognizing adult
undergraduate student characteristics as differences rather than hindrances to their
success.

Research Design and Approach
This quantitative research study used a non-experimental, ex-post facto research

design. An ex-post facto design has been chosen because no manipulation of the

variables by the researcher will be possible. Any determined differences will stem from
differences in the results of the measurement efforts according to demographic variables,
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risk factors in the student’s profile, grade point average, self-efficacy scores and

persistence scores.

The statistical technique applied was a Pearson correlation, which is used to
measure and describe the linear relationship between two or more variables (Gravetter &
Wallnau, 2000). Therefore, in this study a correlational analysis was used to determine

the extent of the relationship between selected variables of self-efficacy, academic

success and persistence of adult undergraduate students.
In addition to the Pearson correlation analysis this study used analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to find out the causal effect of one variable upon the other. For example, the

relationship between self-efficacy, academic success and persistence, and if it is of

statistical significance (Babbie, 2010 & Goldberg & Cho, 2004).
Instrumentation

The Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale is a 30-item instrument

designed to predict students’ persistence and dropout behavior based on the following
five factors: (1) peer group interactions, (2) interactions with faculty, (3) faculty concern

for student development and teaching, (4) academic and intellectual development and (5)

institutional and goal commitment (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, see appendix B). The
scale uses a five-point Likert scale, 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree. To
determine the validity of the instrument, Pascarella & Terenzini, (1980) conducted a

research study predicting freshman persistence and dropout decisions. The alpha
reliabilities of the scales ranged from .71 to .84 and were therefore judged adequate for

use in further analyses. A replication study was conducted by Pascarella and Terenzini

(1983), and a cross-validation classification procedure confirmed the five factors as
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reasonable, stable predictors of attrition. The authors do suggest that to further determine
the predictive validity of the scale, investigations on samples from other institutions and

with populations beyond the freshman year would be useful. The population for this
study was adult undergraduate students. Permission to use the scale was requested and

approved from the lead author, Ernest Pascarella, (see appendix A).
The second scale is the New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE), developed by
(Chen, et al., 2001). It is an 8-item scale designed to measure individuals’ belief or

perception about their ability to perform certain activities across different situations

successfully (Chen et al., 2001). An example item from the NGSE scale is “I will be able
to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.” The NGSE scale is scored on a

5-point Likert-type from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. In a validation study
of the NGSE the internal reliability was found to be high at .86 and .90 at time 1 and time
2 respectively. Also, test-retest coefficients show that the NGSE scale is stable (r =.67),

(Chen et al., 2001). Permission to use the NGSE was requested and approved by the lead
author, Gilad Chen, (see appendix C).
Independent and Dependent Variables
Independent Variable

Independent variables are individual variables that the researcher believes may
have an effect on the dependent variable. They are sometimes called explanatory

variables, manipulated variables or controlled variables (Creswell, 2014). The
independent variables in this study is self-efficacy and will be measured by the NGSE
scale. No manipulation of the variable will occur. The second independent variable is
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academic grade point average, self-reported by respondents. Some researchers have

questioned the validity of self-reported grade point averages.
A meta-analysis study conducted by Kuncel, Crede, & Thomas, (2005) found that
for students who have higher grade point averages, self-reports are good reflections of
actual grade point averages. But for some students with low grade point averages, self
reports may not reflect true grade point averages, especially the farther back the

respondents are asked to report. More recent reports of GPA tend to be more accurate. In
addition, in the studies that were examined there was no objective gain to misrepresenting

self-reported grades. Kuncel et al., suggest that researchers keep in mind the type of
instructions given because the type of instructions given has been shown to reduce
inflated scores on personality tests. Self-reported grade point averages are very popular in
educational and psychological research due to their importance as a summary of student

learning and predictors of future performance. They are also easy to obtain without

having to get student academic records from the institution. To get individual real GPA
scores the aspect of anonymity is lost and researchers could lose participants who do not

want to divulge information that allows access to their student records. The authors do
caution researchers to treat the correlational outcomes as reliability estimates.

Dependent Variable
Dependent variables are described as the variable that the researcher is really

interested in or the output variable. It can also be called the measured variable, the
responding variable or the explained variable (Creswell, 2014). The dependent variable

in this study is persistence as measured by the Social Integration and Persistence

Intentions Scale (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).
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Demographic and Control Variables
The National Center for Education Statistics has identified 7 factors associated

with adult students: 1) delayed entry (1 year or more); 2) attending part-time; 3)
financially independent of parents; 4) working full-time; 5) having dependents other than

a spouse; 6) being a single parent; and 7) no high school diploma (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1989, p. 90). These variables will be used to classify undergraduate

students as non-traditional. Additionally, the demographic questionnaire will include
age, gender, ethnicity, whether the degree sought is the student’s your first bachelor’s

degree and how many credit hours have you earned (sum of all colleges/universities

attended).
Study Setting
Initially, the study setting for this study was to be four public, urban universities

located in the Midwest. Unfortunately, two of the universities were not able to
accommodate my request, therefore, data was collected from two public, urban
universities in the Midwest. However, between the two universities the sample size was
large enough that the number participants were determined to meet the amount needed

for the study so collection at additional universities was not warranted. This will be

discussed in the sample section in chapter four. Urban universities tend to be a part of the
city and have a large commuter population. The universities were selected for this study

because they are public universities, approximately the same size and located in an urban
district in the city.

University One is an urban public research university located in the historic
cultural center district of the city, founded in 1868. It is a four-year university with a
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population of 27,000 students. The total undergraduate enrolment is approximately

17,000 students. The average age of undergraduate students in the population is 24 years

old. Information was retrieved from the university’s 2016-2017 Fact Book. In this
document the correct reference is not used as it would jeopardize anonymity.

University Two is a mid-sized public, urban university founded in 1964. It is a
four-year research university with an enrollment of over 17,000 undergraduate, graduate

and doctoral and law students. The total undergraduate degree seeking population was
12,310 students as of fall semester 2017. The average age of undergraduate students in

the population is 24.2 years old. Information was retrieved from the university’s 2018

Book of Trends. In this document the correct reference is not used as it would jeopardize
anonymity.

Population and Sample

The population of this study include adult undergraduate students at two urban,
public institutions in pursuit of a first-time bachelor’s degree. The total sample for this
study was 310 undergraduate students. The demographics of participants in this sample

are shown in Table 1. There was no age criteria and a decision was made based on

research by several authors who state that age is not always the best criteria to determine
adulthood (Jarvis, 1987; Messemer & Valentine, 2004, Merriam and Caffarella, 2007.
This view of distinction is explained by Jarvis (1987), who assumes that people are

socialized within the world that they live, and that learning is not a function of age but of
the social situation in which each age group finds themselves. Therefore, because all

students are intermingled in the same classrooms, being taught the same information in
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the same way, the university establishes their current social roles as students despite their

age.
Furthermore, the age delineation of adulthood has gone through several shifts

over the decades as reviewed by Kasworm (2018). Current research has begun to show
that describing and defining adult students is becoming a confusing dilemma. First, the

factors that were thought to discriminate adult students from traditional students are being

found across all age groups. For example, in Choy (2002) conducted research of a
national pool of students between 1999 and 2000 finding that 73% of all undergraduate

students were in some ways non-traditional. More recently, Soares (2013) found that
only 15% of all undergraduates could be categorized as traditional, as only this sub-group
represented none of the nontraditional risk factors. Today we are serving a population of

students of all ages that share many characteristics, non-residential students, part-time, re
entry, workers, parents, adult/mature students, and students involved in e-learning,
distance learning or taking evening/weekend classes (Soares, 2013 &Kasworm, 2018).

Considering these factors, for the purposes of this study age was not the defining factor of
the adult learner. This study aimed to look primarily at risk-factors and background

characteristics as they relate to persistence
Among the sample of 310 respondents, there were 140 students from University
One and 170 students from University Two. The age range of the sample was 18 through

74 years of age. The majority, (89.7%) were between the ages of 18 and 34 years old,

with 69% between the ages of 18-24 years old.
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Table 1
Personal and Academic Characteristics of Study Participants
Variable
N

Age range (in years)
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75 or older
Gender
Female
Male
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian/White
Black/African American
Asian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic or Latino
Native American/American Indian
Other

Percentage

216
62
21
9
1
1
0

69.7%
20.0%
6.8%
2.9%
0.3%
0.3%
0.0%

171
139

55.2%
44.8%

166
90
16
15
2
21

53.5%
29.0%
5.2%
4.8%
0.6%
6.8%

178
74
58

57.4%
23.9%
18.7%

273
28
8
1

88.1%
9.0%
2.6%
0.3%

230
80

74.2%
25.8%

293
17

94.5%
5.5%

Employment Status

Employed Part-time
Employed Full-time
Unemployed
Marital Status

Single/Never Married
Married/Domestic Partnership
Divorced
Separated

Dependents other than Spouse
No
Yes
High School Graduate

Yes
No

49

Table 1 (cont’d)

Variable

N

Percentage

GED Diploma

Yes
No

57
253

18.4%
81.6%

247
38
25

79.7%
12.3%
8.1%

Time to College Enrollment after High School
Immediately after HS
1 - 4 years after HS
5 or more years after HS

Undergraduate Credit Hours Earned *

Mean

N=289

79.39

Std. Deviation

37.09

Table 1 (cont’d)

Variable

N

Percentage

(Min - 7 hours; Max - 230 hours)

Cumulative *GPA
N=293

3.23

.529

285
24

92.2%
7.8%

Grants/Scholarships
Yes
No

201
109

64.8%
35.2%

Student Loans
Yes
No

178
132

57.4%
42.6%

Tuition Reimbursement (employer)
Yes
No

23
287

7.4%
92.6%

(Min GPA - 1.3; Max GPA - 4.0)

Planning to return next semester (N=309) *
Yes
No

How do you pay tuition?
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Table 1 (cont’d)

Variable

N

Self-Pay
Yes
No

Percentage

170
140

54.8%
45.2%

33
277

10.6%
89.4%

143
167

46.1%
53.9%

Other Payment
Yes
No
Mother graduated from College (N=310)

Yes
No

Father graduated from College (N=307)
*
Yes
106
No
201
Either Grandparent graduated from College *(N=295)
Yes
101
No
194

34.5%
65.5%
34.2%
65.8%

Significant person encouraged you to attend College (N=310)
Yes
237
No
3

76.5%
23.5%

Full time Enrollment
Part-time Enrollment

77.7%
22.3%

241
69

Note: *Percentages that total less than 100% are a result of missing data

The sample consisted of 44.8% males and females with a slight majority of 55.2

percent. The overwhelming majority of the sample (53.5%) identified as White. Of
those who identified as persons of color (45%), the majority (62.5%) were African

American or Black. Most of the participants, approximately 81% were employed, with

the majority of those, about 70% working part-time. A small percentage (18.7%) were

unemployed.
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A very small percentage of the sample, 9.8 percent were married, with the
majority (88.1%) being single or never married. Seventy-four percent of respondents
also had no dependents while 25.8% had dependents other than a spouse.

Also shown in Table 1 are the percentage of participants who graduated from high

school (94.5%) versus 18.4% who earned a GED. This discrepancy will be explained
later. Approximately, 80% of students entered college right out of high school, with 12%

entering college 1 to 4 years later and 8% going to college 5 or more years after high
school. The mean credit hours earned (N=289) was 85.5 hours earned, the lowest amount
being 7 credit hours and 230 is the highest number of earned credit hours. Fifteen percent

of respondents held 120 credit hours or more, enough to graduate with a bachelor’s
degree. Grade point averages for (N=293) was 3.2 with lowest reported at 1.3 and 4.0

was the highest. The majority of the sample reported a cumulative GPA of 2.0 (good
standing) or better and 91.9% planned to enroll in the next semester. Many of the study
participants (77 .7%) attend school full-time and 22.3% attend part-time. In addition, 80

percent of students report that they are employed, most (57.4) have part-time employment
and the lowest percentage (18.7%) are unemployed or not working.

Table 1 shows the multiple ways that students pay tuition costs. Participants may
have utilized more than one option such as, grants and scholarships which were often

supplemented with student loans, and out of pocket payments and employer

reimbursement plans. Thirty-three respondent indicated other forms of payment which
included primarily parental contribution (n=20); college payment plans (n=4); veteran’s
benefits (n=5); vocational rehabilitation programs (n=3); and 1 student reported a full
athletic scholarship.
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Of the total sample ((N=310), a slight majority (53.9%) reported that their mother

did not graduate from college and 65% (N=307) reported that their father did not
graduate from college. From the sample set of (N=295) 34% report having at least one

grandparent that graduated from college and 76% of (N=310) reported having a
significant person in their lives who encouraged them to attend college.
Data Collection Procedures

The responses on the NGSE scale and the Social Integration and Persistence Scale

was collected in pencil and paper format, (see appendix D). This process required
Institutional Review Board approval and approval of instructors at each university to

allow distribution of the scales to their classes. There are three major ethical guidelines
that must be outlined and defined to receive Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval.

They are informed consent, confidentiality and anonymity and survey reporting and data
interpretation, (Fowler, 2013). Each student in each class was provided with a consent
form that outlined the purpose and the potential risks of the study and they were given the

opportunity to opt out at any time.
Reassessing the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale

Prior to Negative Item Reversal
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with varimax rotation has been completed

on each of the survey items for the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale,
from (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980), in order to confirm that the factor groupings of the

items are the same as they were when originally created (Reise, Waller & Comrey, 2000).
The five factor-scale was created about four decades ago in 1980. It is prudent to
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conduct a factor analysis to determine the meaningfulness of the constructs with a
population of participants many years later.

The researcher conducted an EFA of the data measuring the survey items, thus
treating the survey items as if a factor analysis had never been conducted. The items
were treated as general items, with no pretense, to determine if the original five factor

groupings have held after all these years. Exploratory factor analysis helps to isolate
constructs to discover the least number of common factors that will account for the

correlations and to simplify interpretations (Yong, & Pearce, 2013). The EFA may
sometimes result in a scale revision, with the goal being to improve the construct
definitions and the validity of the scale items (Reise et al., 2000).

Initially, the scree plot and eigenvalues greater than one, presented in Tables 2 &

3, were used to provide an idea as to how many factor groupings measured student

integration and persistence intentions. The eigenvalues represent the measurement on the
scree plot for each of the six factor groupings that are shown in Table 3. The sums of
squared loading for each of the 6 factor groupings also shown in table 3. The purpose of

the scree plot and eigenvalues is to give a clearer picture as to how many factor groupings

you likely have. While, some aspects of EFA can be considered subjective in that no

matter how many factors are identified at least of 3 or more items must group into each

factor for the factor to exist, (Reise et.al., 2000).
The scree plot (Table 2), shows that there may be 7 factors, however the

researcher found that when using 7 factors one of these only loaded 2 items, therefore it

could not be considered a factor. The researcher then tested 6 factors that resulted in 6
groupings with three or more items in each. Just to be sure a five-factor grouping was
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tested to determine which resulted in multiple overlapping items that did not seem to

relate to each other. The researcher became convinced based upon the EFA that there are

in fact, six-factor grouping, each with 3 or more items in each group that met both the
eigenvalue of 1 or more and factor loading of .40.

These findings identified six factor groupings. Table 4 presents the results of the

factor analysis resulting in a revised scale (see Appendix G). The item criterion for a
loading to be included in a factor was set at .40 resulting in 29 of the 30 items being
retained. One item failed to load onto any factor at the stated criteria. The one item that

did not meet the criteria was the original item number 23 that represented, “I am more

likely to attend a cultural event (for example, a concert, lecture, or art show) now, than I

was before coming to this university.” Three items loaded onto more than one factor and
were retained in the factor with the highest loading.
Based on the content of item loadings the six factors were labeled as shown in the
table. Item examples are given for each factor. Factor I, labeled “intellectual

development” included 6 items that represented students’ satisfaction with their current
academic growth (e.g. I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would).

Factor I explained 13.3 percent of the total scale variance. Factor II, labeled “peer group
interactions” consisted of five items that assessed students’ social integration into the

university (e.g. The student friendships that I have developed at this university have been
personally satisfying). Factor II explained 13.0 percent of the total scale variance.
Factor III, labeled “non-classroom faculty interactions” consisted of seven items.
These items represented students’ contact with faculty outside of the classroom (e.g. My
non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on my career goals
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and aspirations). Factor III explained 12.3 percent of the total scale variance. Factor IV,

labeled “negative faculty interactions” included four items addressing students’ perceived
negative interactions with faculty (e.g. Few of the faculty I have had contact with a

generally interested in students). Factor IV explained 9.9 percent of the total scale
variance. Factor V, labeled “student academic aspirations” included 4 items that

identified students’ goals and aspiration related to college (e.g., It is important for me to
graduate from college). Factor V explained 6.7 percent of the total scale variance. The

final component, Factor VI is labeled “university connectedness” and consists of 3 items
that assessed the student’s connection the university (e.g., It is likely that I will register at

this university next fall). Factor VI explained 4.6 percent of the total scale variance.

Factor loadings for all items are detailed in Table 4.
Correlation coefficients and Cronbach alphas for the Social integration and
persistence intentions subscales are presented in (Table 5). Consistent with Cohen’s

(1988) effect size classifications (i.e., 10 = small, .30 = medium, .50 = large). the inter

correlations between the 6 subscale components were small (e.g., .14 for non-classroom
faculty interactions and negative faculty interactions) to medium (e.g., .46 for negative
faculty interactions and peer group interactions). Most of the values were low enough to

indicate that the components were measuring different constructs. The general rule of
thumb is that a Cronbach’s alpha level of .65 to .80 is considered adequate. Some

scholars would argue that holding to a higher standard of .80 or above would be better for
the internal consistency in measuring the reliability of the factor grouping, (Vaske,
Beaman & Sponarski, 2017). However, others view the reliance on alphas as short

sighted and posits that there is no revered level of acceptable or unacceptable alpha
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(Schmitt, 1996). Researchers are advised to keep in mind that various measures should
be taken into account such as, correlations, inter-correlations and corrected correlations
because they all work together to paint the picture of reliability (Cronbach, (1951),
Cohen, (1988), Reise, et al., (2017). Schmitt, (1996), advises that in some cases,

relatively low alphas by general standards may still be quite useful in the context of an

analysis.
All the Cronbach alphas for this exploratory study meet the minimum threshold of
.60 and suggest that the reliability measures for the factor groupings are good. Of the 6
factors four factors are at .70 and higher, suggesting a much stronger internal consistency

for, Factor I (.84); Factor II (.84), Factor V (.79) and Factor III (.72). Factors 6 and 5 (.66
and .68) are also strong in that both could be rounded up to .70 to match the reliability of

the other factors (see Table 5).

Table 2
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Table 3

Eigenvalues and Sums of Squared Loadings
Factor
Item

2

1

3

4

5

6

Eigenvalues

7.17

3.01

2.87

2.19

1.52

1.18

SSLs

3.97

3.91

3.69

2.98

2.02

1.37

Note: The components are labeled as follows: 1 = intellectual development, 2 = peer group interactions, 3 = non
classroom faculty interactions, 4 = negative faculty interactions, 5 = student academic aspirations, 6 = university
interconnectedness. SSLs = the rotation sums of squared loadings.

Factor Means and Self-Efficacy Scale Means After Negative

Item Reversal
Item reversal was required for several of the scale items that were negatively

worded. Reverse coding is necessary when research instrument developers have
purposefully written a group of items with some items in a different direction than others.

Research Questions and Data Analysis

This section will describe the statistical analysis that will be used to answer the

research questions. Each of the statistical analysis procedures will be described
independently for each question.
Research Question 1: To what extent does self-efficacy influence the adult students’ level
of persistence?

The analysis for this research question was Pearson’s correlation between self
efficacy and the persistence factor groupings. Pearson’s correlation is a measure of the

strength of the linear relationship between two variables. It is used to assess that strength
and the direction, either negative or positive for the linear relationship between pairs of

variables when both variables are normally distributed, Creswell, (2014).
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Table 4
Social Integration and Persistence Scale
Item

Loading

Mean

.82

3.95

.81
.77

4.19
3.84

.69
.50

3.98
3.76

.57

4.31

.90

3.46

.89

3.64

.84

3.67

.82

3.69

-.58

2.65

Factor I: Intellectual Development (Item Mean 3.99)
I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development
since enrolling in this university.
My academic experience has had a positive influence on my
intellectual growth and interest in ideas.
I am satisfied with my academic experience at this university.
My interests in ideas and intellectual matters has increased
since coming to this university.
I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would.
I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to
attend this university.

Factor II: Peer Group Interaction (Item Mean 3.42)
Since coming to this university, I have developed close personal
relationships with other students.
The student friendships that I have developed at this university have
been personally satisfying.
My interpersonal relationships with other students have had
a positive influence on my personal growth, attitudes
and values.
My interpersonal relationships with other students have had
a positive influence on my intellectual growth and
interests in ideas.
It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends
with other students.

Factor III: Non-Classroom Faculty Interaction (Item Mean 3.75)
My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive
Influence on my personal growth, attitudes and values.
My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive
Influence on my intellectual growth, and interest in ideas.
My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive
influence on my career goals and aspirations.
Since coming to this university, I have developed a close, personal
relationship with at least one faculty member.
I am satisfied with opportunities to meet and interact informally with
faculty members.
Most of the faculty I have had contact with are interested in helping
students grow in more than just academic areas.
Most of the faculty I have had contact with are genuinely interested
in teaching.

.86

3.73

.87

3.77

.83

3.78

.47

3.22

.64

3.68

.48

3.99

.46

4.08

.84

3.25

Faculty IV: Negative Interaction with Faculty (Item Mean 3.36)
Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally
interested in students.
Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally
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Table 4 (cont’d)
Item

Loading

Mean

outstanding or superior teachers.
Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are willing
to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and
importance to students.
Few of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating.

.84

3.54

.84
.68

3.29
3.36

-.53
.56
.62
.76

4.83
1.83
1.47
1.44

Factor V: Academic Aspirations (Item Mean 2.39)
It is important for me to graduate from college.
It is not important to me to graduate from this university. *
I have no idea at all what I want to major in.
Getting good grades is not important to me.

Factor VI: Interconnectedness to the University (Item Mean 3.63)
Few of the students I know would be willing to listen to me and
help me if I have a problem.
Most of the students at this university have values and attitudes
different from my own.
It is likely that I will register at this university next fall.

.49

3.14

.50
.58

3.25
4.49

Note: Criterion level for factor loadings was set at .40; 1 of the 30 items failed to load on any factor at the criterion
level.
*- Item loads on two factors

By reversing these items before analysis, it ensures that a high value loading
indicates the same type of response on every item. Table 6 shows the factor means and
self-efficacy means after item reversal. These are the data that will be used in the analysis

of the four research questions.

Table 5
Pearson Correlation Coefficients between the Social Integration and Persistence
Intentions Scale Subscales and Cronbach’s Alphas________________________
Scale

I

I: Intellectual Development

1.00

II: Peer Group Interactions

.40

1.00

III: Non-classroom Faculty Interactions

.29

.16

1.00

IV: Negative Faculty Interactions

.36

.46

.14

1.00

V: Student Academic Aspirations

.36

.37

.16

.44

1.00

VI: University Interconnectedness

.31

.20

.27

.17

.25

II
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III

IV

V

VI

1.00

Table 5 cont’d
Scale

I

Cronbach’s Alpha

.84

II

III

IV

V

VI

.84

.72

.68

.79

.66

Note. N = 310, all correlations are significant at p < .001

Table 6
Factor Measuring Student Persistence and Self-Efficacy
Factor
N
Factor I: Intellectual Development
Factor II: Peer Group Interactions
Factor III: Non-Classroom Faculty
Interactions
308
Factor IV: Negative Faculty Interactions
Factor V: Student Academic Aspirations
Factor VI: University Interconnectedness
Self-Efficacy Scale

Mean

SD

310
310

3.99
3.55

.704
.936

310
310
309
310

3.75
3.36
4.52
3.36
4.26

.659
.958
.606
.649
.515

Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and academic
success?

A Spearman’s rho was run to determine the relationship between students’ self
efficacy and academic success using the variables of cumulative grade point average

GPA), and undergraduate credit hours earned as a measure of academic success. A

Spearman’s rho is recommended in several situations, when two random variables differ
from the normal distribution, if sample sizes are small or of differing sizes (Huck, 2000).

Spearman’s rho protects the reliability of the data analysis to prevent extremes. The

researcher decided to use Spearman’s rho rank order because of the differing sample
sizes of grade point and earned credit hours reported. The variable means are as follows:

Self-Efficacy Scale (4.26, as shown in Table 6), cumulative GPA, 3.23 and

undergraduate credit hours earned 79.4, as shown in Table 1).
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Research Question 3: Does the level of adult student persistence influence academic
success?

A Spearman’s rho was run to determine if there is a relationship between adult

student persistence and their academic success. The researcher decided to use

Spearman’s rho rank order because of the differing sample sizes of grade point and
earned credit hours reported.
Research Question 4: To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence
their level of persistence?”

The analysis to address this question was a between subjects’ one-way ANOVA.

A one-way ANOVA is used to determine where any statistically significant differences
exist between the means of two or more independent unrelated groups. This analysis is

designed to use when there is categorical information in the independent variable and
continuous information on the dependent variable, Creswell (2014).

Summary

This chapter has outlined the methods that will be used to conduct the study. Discussion

included the context of the study, research design, a description of the study participants
and the study setting and data collection procedures. Variables for the study along with
the instrumentation was described. A factor analysis was performed and data analysis

procedures on the revised data collection was explained.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter will present the results of the statistical analysis described in
the preceding chapter by answering each question with descriptive statistics for each one.

The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the influence of self-efficacy on
persistence factors, academic success and “at risk factors” for adult undergraduate

students at two public, urban 4-year universities, through the lens of Donaldson &
Graham’s (1999), model of college outcomes for adults. Four research questions drive
this study:
1. To what extent does self-efficacy influence the adult students’ level of

persistence?
2. Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and academic success?
3. Does the level of adult student persistence influence academic success?

4. To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence their level of

persistence?
Results Related to Research Question #1
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The first research question asked, “To what extent does self-efficacy influence the

adult students’ level of persistence?” The analysis for this research question was a

Pearson’s Correlation between self-efficacy and the persistence factor groupings. The
variable means and standard deviations are shown previously in Table 6. As expected,
results indicated a positive correlation between self-efficacy and all six factors of
persistence. (See Table 7). However, only five of the six persistence factors showed a

statistically significant (p< .05) correlation with self-efficacy.

Table 7
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Self-Efficacy and the Six Factor Groupings (N=310)
Variables

SES Mean

Self-Efficacy Mean

1.00

Factor I: Intellectual
Development
Factor II: Peer Group
Interactions
Factor III: Non-classroom
Faculty Interactions
Factor IV: Negative
Faculty Interactions
Factor V: Student
Academic Aspirations
Factor VI: University
Interconnectedness

I

II

III

IV

V

**
.400

1.00

**
.219

**
.396

1.00

**
.224

**
.501

**
.269

1.00

*
.128

*
.117

.081

**
.142

1.00

**
.211

**
.330

**
.169

**
.196

-.049

1.00

.007

*
.104

.011

-.056

**
-.327

**
.229

VI

1.00

*p < .05, **p < .01

Factor I, intellectual development, shows a strong positive significant correlation
with self-efficacy (r = .400, p < .01, r2 = .16, 1-tailed). This suggests that students with a
high self-efficacy score also show strong intellectual development. Self-efficacy

represents 16% of the explained value for Factor I: Intellectual Development. Factor II,

peer group interactions, are also positively correlated with self-efficacy at a statistically

significant level (r = .219, p < .01, r2 = .05, 1-tailed). This also suggests that students
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who reports high self-efficacy have positive peer group interactions. Self-efficacy

represents 5% of the explained value for Factor II: Peer Group Interactions. Factor III,

non-classroom faculty interactions, are statistically positively correlated (r = .224, p <
.01, r2 = .05, 1-tailed). This suggests, again that students with high self-efficacy have
more positive non-classroom interactions with faculty. Self-efficacy represents 5% of the

explained value for Factor III: Non- Classroom Faculty Interactions. Factor IV, negative
faculty interactions, also shows a statistically positive correlation with self-efficacy (r =

.128, p < .05, r2 = .02, 1-tailed). Self-efficacy represents 2% of the explained value for

Factor IV: Negative Faculty Interactions.
Factor V, student academic aspirations have a statistically significant positive

correlation with self-efficacy (r = .211, p < .01, r2 = .04, 1-tailed). Another positive
significant correlation between students with high self-efficacy and high academic

aspirations. Self-efficacy represents 4% of the explained value for Factor V: Student
Academic Aspirations. Finally, Factor VI, university interconnectedness, although there

is a positive correlation between self-efficacy and interconnectedness the correlation is
not statistically significant (r = .007, p = .449, 1-tailed). Correlational analysis has

shown an overall positive correlation among self-efficacy and the six factor groupings of
persistence. This suggests that the higher a student’s self-efficacy the higher their level

of persistence.

Results Related to Research Question #2

The second research question asked, “Is there a correlation between self-efficacy
and academic success?” The Spearman’s rho analysis indicates a statistically significant

positive correlation (p< =.05) between self-efficacy and undergraduate credit hours
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earned, results are shown in Table 8 and individual factor loadings in Table 9. Whereas,
unexpectedly, there was no statistical correlation between self-efficacy and cumulative

grade point average. There was also no statistically significant correlation between GPA
and credit hours earned. These results suggest that students with a high self-efficacy
complete more credit hours which relates directly to persistence and academic success.

On the other hand, self-efficacy has no impact, positive or negative on cumulative GPA
suggesting that having high self-efficacy does not lead to earning a higher or lower grade.

The researcher then examined which of the 8 individual items on the Self-Efficacy scale
were correlated to determine what led to the level of significance.

Table 8
Spearman’s rho Correlation between Self-Efficacy, Credit Hours Earned and Cumulative GPA
(N=289)
Variables

1

2

3

1. Undergraduate Credit Hours Earned

1.00

--

--

2. Current Cumulative GPA

.032

1.00

--

3. Self-Efficacy Scale Mean

.145**

.033

1.00

**p < .01 (1-tailed)

It was determined that 6 of the 8 variables showed a positive correlation with
student credit hours earned. The following items were significantly correlated with
undergraduate credit hours at (*p < .05). Variable 1,“I will be able to achieve most of the

goals that I have set for myself’, (Spearman's rho = .122, p= .019, r2= .01); Variable 2,

“When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.”, (Spearman’s rho
= .135, p = .019, r2 = .018); Variable 3, “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes
that are important to me”., (Spearman's rho = .126, p = .016, r2 = .016); Variable 5, “I

will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.’, (Spearman’s rho = .115, p =
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.026, r2 = .013); Variable 6, “I am confident that I can perform effectively on many

different tasks.”, (Spearman’s rho = .099, p = .047, r2 = .040); and Variable 8, “ Even
when things are tough, I can perform quite well.”, (Spearman’s rho = .103, p = .040, r2 =

.012). Each of these variables have a significant positive correlation with credit hours
earned at (p<.05), but when taken all together self-efficacy is extremely significant

(p<.01) with undergraduate credit hour earned.
Two of the variables in the scale have no correlation to credit hours earned,

Variable 4, “I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.”,
(Spearman’s rho .096, p = ns), and Variable 7, “Compared to other people, I can do most

tasks very well.”, (Spearman’s rho = .088, p =ns). The fact that neither of these items
related to undergraduate credit hours earned may suggest that even though the overall
mean score on the self-efficacy scale was strong (4.26), students did not feel as confident

is these areas as in others.
In summary, the results suggest that students who believe that they are capable to

produce a designated level of performance that influence the events in their lives are
more likely to earn more credit hours which leads to academic success.
Results Related to Research Question #3

The third research question asked, “Does the level of adult student persistence
influence academic success?” A Spearman’s rho was run to determine if there is a

correlation between adult student persistence and their academic success. Variables used
to define persistence are factor items from the persistence scale and academic success is
defined by undergraduate credit hours earned and current cumulative grade point average.

Results indicated a statistically positive significant correlation between several
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persistence factors and academic success, one factor resulted in a statistically negative
correlation, with additional factors showing no statistically significant correlation.

Results for all factors are presented in (Table 4).
The persistence factors contributing the most to academic success are the

following: Factor I, Intellectual development, had a positive influence on both measures
of academic success for credit hours earned, (Spearman's rho = .173, p < .01, r2 = .03)
and for current GPA, (Spearman’s rho = .147, p < .01, r2 = .02). Factor I: Intellectual
Development, represented 3% of the explained value for undergraduate credit hours

earned and 2% of the explained value for current cumulative GPA.

Factor V, Student academic aspirations, also had a statistically significant

positive correlation with both measures of academic success; credit hours earned,
(Spearman’s rho = .124, p < .05, r2 = .02) and current GPA, (Spearman’s rho = .123, p

< .05, r2 = .02). Factor V represented 2% of the explained value for undergraduate
credit hours earned and 2% of the explained value for current cumulative GPA. Factor

VI, University interconnectedness, had a statistically positive correlation with current
GPA (Spearman’s rho = .187, p < .01, r2 = .03), but there was not a significant

correlation with undergraduate credit hours earned (Spearman’s rho - .022, p = ns).
Factor VI represented 3% of the explained value for current cumulative GPA. The

persistence factor with a negative correlation was Factor IV, Negative faculty interactions
and current cumulative GPA, (Spearman’s rho = -.168, p < .01, r2 = .03). This indicates

that there is an inverse correlation between negative faculty interactions and GPA,
suggesting that, as negative faculty interactions increase the cumulative GPA will
decrease. Factor IV represented 3% of the explained value for current cumulative GPA.
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Additionally, two factors had no significant correlation with either of the
dimensions of academic success. Factor II, “Peer group interactions” for credit hours

earned, (Spearman’s rho = .072, p = ns) nor for current GPA, (Spearman’s rho = -.039, p
= ns). Factor III, Non-classroom faculty interactions was also not significant for credit

hour earned (Spearman’s rho = -.017, p = ns) nor current GPA, (Spearman’s rho = -.027,
p = ns). In general, these results show an overall significant positive correlation of the

persistence factors influence on academic success. Not all factors contributed
significantly, therefore the researcher has taken a closer look at those factor items to
determine the contributions of each.

The researcher examined factor items for each of the two dimensions of academic
success, undergraduate credit hours earned and current cumulative GPA. The significant

factors that influenced the number of credit hours earned were Factor I, “intellectual
development” and Factor V, “Student academic aspirations”. It was noted that of the six

items that make up factor one, only item, “I am confident that I made the right decision in

choosing to attend this university” did not have a significant correlation to credit hours
earned (Spearman’s rho = .056, p = ns). The remaining items report a positive significant
correlation to credit hours earned, “I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual
development since enrolling in this university”, (Spearman’s rho = .127, p < .05, r2 =
.03); “My academic experience has had a positive influence on my intellectual growth

and interest in ideas”, (Spearman’s rho = .147, p < .01, r2 = .02); “I am satisfied with my
academic experience at this university”, (Spearman’s rho = .118, p < .05, r2 = .01); “My

interests in ideas and intellectual matters has increased since coming to this university”,
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(Spearman's rho = .151, p < .01, r2 = .02); and “I have performed academically as well
as I anticipated I would” (Spearman's rho = .127
*,
p < .05, r2 = .03).

Factor V, “Student academic aspirations” also had a statistically significant
positive correlation with credit hours earned. Factor V had a four-item grouping with

only one item in the group, “getting good grades is important to me”, that had a
significant positive influence on credit hours earned, (Spearman's rho = .118, p < .05, r2
= .01). The remaining factors did not have a significant influence on credit hours earned;
“It is important to me to graduate from college”, (Spearman's rho = .042, p = ns); “It is
important to me to graduate from this university”, (Spearman's rho = .079, p = ns); and

“I know what I want to major in” (Spearman's rho = .089, p = ns).

There were three factors that had a significant positive influence on current

cumulative grade point average. These items were also examined to determine which
individual persistent items within the factor grouping contributed to the positive
correlation. Factor I had a statistically significant positive correlation to current

cumulative GPA and with undergraduate credit hours earned, but the contributing factor

items are different. Factor I, “Intellectual development” is a six factor-grouping with
only two of the individual items having a statistically significant positive correlation to

current GPA; “I am satisfied with my academic experience at this university”,

(Spearman's rho = .104
,
**

p < .01, r2 = 01) and “I have performed academically as well

as I anticipated I would”, (Spearman's rho = .345
,
**

p < .01), r2 = .03). The remaining

four items did not have a significant correlation with current cumulative GPA;, “I am
satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development since enrolling in this

university”, (Spearman's rho = .051, p = ns), “My academic experience has had a

70

positive influence on my intellectual growth and interest in ideas”, (Spearman’s rho =

.084, p = ns), “My interests in ideas and intellectual matters has increased since coming
to this university”, (Spearman’s rho = .020, p = ns), and, “I am confident that I made the

right decision in choosing to attend this university”, (Spearman’s rho = .026, p = ns).
Factor V, Student academic aspirations, was also shown to have a statistically

significant positive correlation with both undergraduate credit hours earned and current

cumulative GPA, however, for current cumulative GPA there are slight differences in the
items that contributed to its influence. Factor V is a four-factor grouping and for current

cumulative GPA, two of the items have a significant positive correlation and two items
do not. The first item with a positive influence is “I know what I want to major in”,

(Spearman’s rho = .185, p < .01, r2 = .03), and “Getting good grades is important to

me.”, (Spearman’s rho = .212, p < .01, r2 = .04). The remaining two items had no
statistically significant influence on current GPA, “It is important for me to graduate from

college” (Spearman’s rho = .056, p = ns) and “It is important to me to graduate from this

university”, (Spearman’s rho = .022, p = ns).
The final factor that had a statistically significant positive correlation with current

cumulative GPA is Factor VI, University interconnectedness, which includes three
individual items, one of which is not statistically significant. The statistically significant

positive items are; “Most of the faculty I have had contact with are interested in helping
students grow in more than just academic areas”, (Spearman’s rho = .125, p < .05, r2 =

.02) and “Most of the faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in
teaching”, (Spearman’s rho = .186, p < .01, r2 = .03).
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Table 9
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Self-Efficacy and the Six Factor Groupings

II

III

IV

V

VI

UCHE

CCGPA

**
.374

1.00

--

--

--

--

--

--

**
.482

**
.269

1.00

--

--

--

--

--

**
.134

*
.102

**
.168

1.00

--

--

--

--

**
.393

**
.170

**
.231

-.027

1.00

--

--

--

.078

-.019

-.054

**
-.336

1.00

--

--

--

Undergraduate Credit
Hours Earned
**
.173

.072

-.017

-.014

*
.124

.022

1.00

Current Cumulative
GPA

-.039

-.027

**
-.168

*
.123

*
.187

.032

Variables

Factor I: Intellectual
Development
Factor II: Peer Group
Interactions
Factor III:
Non-classroom
Faculty Interactions
Factor IV: Negative
Faculty Interactions
Factor V: Student
Academic
Aspirations
Factor VI: University
Interconnectedness

*p < .05, **
p

I

1.00

**
.147

< .01;

1.00

Note: UCHE= Undergraduate Credit Hours Earned; CCGPA = Current Cumulative GPA
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The item that was shown to have no influence on current cumulative GPA is “It is likely
that I will register at this university next fall”, (Spearman’s rho = .017, p = ns).

There is also one factor that was shown to have statistically significant negative

correlation with GPA. Factor IV, Negative faculty interactions, is composed of 4

individual items, all of which negatively influenced current cumulative GPA. The items
are as follows: “Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally

interested in students.”, (Spearman’s rho = -.108, p < .05, r2 = -.22), “Few of the faculty
members I have had contact with are generally outstanding or superior teachers.”,

(Spearman’s rho = -.129, p < .05, r2 = -.26), “Few of the faculty members I have had
contact with are willing to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and
importance to students.”, (Spearman’s rho = -.142, p < .01, r2 = -.28) and finally, “Few
of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating.”, (Spearman’s rho = -.182, p

< .01, r2 = -.36).

A Spearman’s rho was run to determine if there is a correlation between adult

student persistence and their academic success. In general, the results suggest that
student’s level of persistence is positively correlated with academic success. When
looking at the data more closely certain aspects of persistence can affect academic

success either negatively or positively. These nuances will be discussed in Chapter 5.
Results Related to Research Question #4
The fourth research question asked, “To what extent do students’

sociodemographic profiles influence their level of persistence?” A series of between
subjects’ ANOVAs were conducted to compare the effect of the independent variables,
“at risk factors” and student profiles on the dependent variable, persistence. Several

73

independent variables were found to have statistically significant differences between the
means.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of gender on the six factor groupings of students’ academic persistence. There was a
statistically significant influence of gender on persistence for Factors V and VI at the p <

.01 level. Factor V, student academic aspirations, had a significant influence on
persistence for the three conditions (F(1, 308) = 8.50, p = .004) and Factor VI, university
interconnectedness, had a statistically significant influence on persistence for the three
conditions (F(1, 307) = 12.90, p = .000). These results suggest that females have higher

levels of academic aspirations and university connectedness which may lead to higher
levels of student persistence.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of race on the six factor groupings of students’ academic persistence. There was a
statistically significant influence on persistence for Factors IV and VI at the p < .01 level.

Factor IV, negative faculty interactions, had a statistically significant influence on
persistence for the non-white group for the three conditions (F(1, 308) = 12.97, p = .000).

Factor VI, university interconnectedness, had a statistically significant influence on
persistence for the white group for the three conditions (F(1, 307) = 19.12, p = .000).

These findings suggest that non-white students have higher levels of negative faculty
interactions which show, an inverse relationship to persistence, therefore may result in

lower levels of student persistence. Whereas, white students show higher levels of

university interconnectedness which may lead to higher levels of student persistence.
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A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of employment status on the six factor groupings of students’ academic persistence.
There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for Factor II at the p < .05

level. Factor II, peer group interactions, had a statistically significant influence on
persistence for the non-full-time group for the three conditions (F(1, 308) = 5.25, p =

.023). These findings suggest higher levels of peer group interactions for the non-full
time employment group which may lead to higher levels of student persistence.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of earning a high school diploma versus earning a GED on the six factor groupings of
students’ academic persistence. There was statistically significant influence on
persistence for both groups with a stronger correlation for students who earned a GED for

Factor V at the p < .01 level. Factor V, student academic aspirations, had a statistically

significant influence on persistence for the group earning a GED for the three conditions
(F(1, 308) = 6.88, p = .009). The findings of this study indicate a significant influence on

persistence for Factor V, student academic aspirations, for students who earned a high

school diploma and for students who earned a GED, with the latter having a stronger
influence on persistence.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of time to college enrollment, immediately after high school, 1-5 years after high school
and 5 or more years after high school, on the six factor groupings of students’ academic
persistence. There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for Factor VI at

the p < .05 level. Factor VI, university interconnectedness, had a statistically significant
influence on persistence for the group entering high school 5 or more years after high
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school for the three conditions (F(2, 306) = 3.05, p = .048). These results suggest that
students who enroll in college 5 or more years after high school are more connected to
the university which may lead to higher levels of student persistence.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of students’ planning to return next semester on the six factor groupings of students’
academic persistence. There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for
Factors IV and VI at the p < .05 level. Factor IV, negative faculty interactions, had a

statistically significant influence on persistence for student’s planning to enroll next

semester for the three conditions (F(1, 307) = 4.59, p = .033). Factor VI, university
interconnectedness, had a statistically significant influence on persistence for students’

planning to return next semester for the three conditions (F(1, 306) = 4.91, p = .027).

These results suggest an inverse relationship with students who experience a higher level

of negative faculty interactions which may lead to lower levels of student persistence.
Whereas, students who have a higher level of university interconnectedness may lead to

higher levels of student persistence.

A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of receiving grants and scholarships on the six factor groupings of students’ academic
persistence. There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for Factor II at
the p < .01 level. Factor II, peer group interactions, had a statistically significant
influence on persistence for students who receive grants and scholarships for the three
conditions F(1, 308) = 7.82, p = .005). This suggests that students who receive grants

and scholarships have higher levels of peer interactions which may lead to higher levels

of persistence.
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A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of receiving student loans on students’ academic persistence. There was a statistically
significant influence on persistence for Factor II at the p < .05 level. Factor II, peer
group interactions, had a statistically significant influence on persistence for students

who do not receive student loans for the three conditions (F(3, 308) = 5.72, p = .017).

These results suggest that students who do not receive student loans have more peer

group interactions which may lead to higher levels of student persistence.
A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to compare the influence

of having a significant person’s encouragement to attend college on students’ academic
persistence. There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for Factors I

and VI at the p < .01 level. Factor I, intellectual development, had a statistically

significant influence on persistence for students who had a significant person in their

lives who encouraged them to attend college for the three conditions (F(1, 308) = 7.27, p
= .007). Factor VI, university interconnectedness, also had a statistically significant

influence on persistence for students who was encouraged to attend college by someone

significant in their lives for the three conditions (F(1, 307) = 7.29, p = .007). These
results suggest that students who have encouragement also have higher levels of

intellectual development and higher levels of university interconnectedness which may
lead to higher levels of student persistence.

Among the series of one-way between subjects’ ANOVAs that were conducted

several were shown to have no statistically significant influence on any the six factor
groupings of persistence. There were not any statistically significant influences for the

following variables: student’s age, student’s marital status, student’s having dependent
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children, students who received employer reimbursement, students who reported self-pay,
mother earning a college degree, father earning a college degree or grandparents earning

a college degree. The findings suggest a complex picture of sociodemographic variables
that influence student academic persistence. These results will be discussed in detail in

chapter five.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This chapter includes a brief summary of the research study and a

discussion of the survey findings as they relate to the theoretical and conceptual
framework shaping the research. The chapter also considers the implications for practice
and research and concludes with the limitations of the study and gives recommendations
for further study.

Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between self-efficacy,
academic success and adult student persistence for those who are pursuing a first-time

bachelor’s degree, through the framework of Donaldson & Graham’s (1999), model of
college outcomes for adults. Four research questions drive this study:
1.

To what extent does self-efficacy influence the adult students’ level of

persistence?
2.

Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and academic success?

3.

Does the level of adult student persistence influence academic success?
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4.

To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence their

level of persistence?”

This study investigated the relationship between self-efficacy, academic success

and persistence for undergraduate adult students attending public, urban 4-year

universities. The study was guided by the theoretical framework based on Donaldson &
Graham’s (1999), model of college outcomes for adults. The premise of the framework

is the way in which adult students make meaning of the learning environment based on

several tenets which considers the rich personal history and experiences they bring to the

university classrooms. Together their histories of prior experience, life-world
environment, psychosocial and value orientations, academic preparedness and
expectations of the college experience guide their interactions with faculty and peers and

contribute to their academic success and persistence (Donaldson & Graham, 1999).
In addition, the study is framed in the literature review of adult students’ journey

through higher education. This concept considers the sociodemographic profiles of adult
learners and how they interact with the university’s academic and social landscape. Adult
learners enter the university with inherent characteristics that may hinder their persistence
efforts. These include delayed entry, attending part-time, working full-time, being a

parent, and not having a high school diploma (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Kasworm, 2010,

2012; Kasworm et al., 2000; Merriam, 2008 & Merriam et al., 2007). Additional factors
that have been investigated in relation to student academic success and persistence for

both adult and traditional students include age, gender, race, financial independence,
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marital status, availability of financial aid, having low high school GPA and low ACT or

SAT scores and family support (Berger et al., 2012; Brock, 2010 & Gray, 2013).
This study also investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and persistence

to explore adult learners’ ability to control their own destiny despite the factors that may

hinder their success. Alfred Bandura’s (1979) concept of perceived self-efficacy refers to
the thoughts and actions taken by people that affect power over their life situations and
destiny. It determines how people feel, think, motivate themselves and behave in the face

of challenging situations. Someone who is highly efficacious does not see difficulties
and hurdles as failures or hinderances but challenges to be overcome. On the other hand,
someone with low self-efficacy might easily retreat in the face of adversity. Several

studies have found high self-efficacy to be a significant predictor of academic success for
traditional first-year college students (Bandura, 2012; Chemers, et al., 2004; Davidson, et
al., 2012 & Robbins, et al., 2004).

Research that investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and adult

students have examined different constructs. Lundberg, et al., (2008) investigated

sources of social support and self-efficacy. They examined incoming and graduating
students and findings unexpectedly suggested higher self-efficacy scores for incoming
students and lower self-efficacy scores for graduating students on some of the constructs
measured. In another study that compared traditional students and adult students on math

self-efficacy and finance self-efficacy, results showed that traditional students reported

higher self-efficacy scores and adult students reported lower self-efficacy scores.
(Jameson & Fusco, 2014 & Malhotra & James, 2013). Majer (2009) did investigate the
relationship between self-efficacy and academic success among community college
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students. The findings suggested a significant positive relationship between high self

efficacy scores and high GPA, suggesting that high self-efficacy may lead to higher
grades. Self-efficacy has been found to be a strong predictor of persistence for first-year

freshmen and limited information on its relationship to adult learners. The importance of
self-efficacy’s relationship to academic success and persistence lies in the results of

action research studies with first-year undergraduate students that were able to increase
the student’s level of efficacy through intervention courses (Brewer & Yucedag-Ozcan,

2013; Davidson, et al., 2012; Kennnett & Reed, 2009; Wernersbach, et al., 2014).
The participants in this study were 310 adult undergraduate students from two

public, urban four-year universities. All participants were pursuing their first bachelor’s
degree. The data was collected by the researcher in the classroom with both university

IRB and instructor permission. The students were provided with a consent form that
outlined the purpose and the potential risks of the study and were given the opportunity to
opt out at any time. The researcher remained in the classroom until all surveys were
complete and answered any clarifying questions from the students.

Two survey scales were employed for this study. The New General Self-Efficacy
Scale developed by Chen & Eden (2001), is an eight-item scale designed to measure

individual’s belief or perceptions about their ability to perform certain activities across

different situations. The second scale, The Social Integration and Persistence Intentions

Scale, was developed by Pascarella & Terenzini (1980). It was designed to predict
students’ persistence and dropout behavior based on the following five factors: (1) peer

group interactions, (2) interactions with faculty, (3) faculty concern for student
development and teaching, (4) academic and intellectual development and (5)
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institutional and goal commitment. Both instruments use a five-point Likert scale, 5 =

strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree.
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with varimax rotation was completed on
each of the survey items for the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). The five-factor scale was created about four decades ago

in 1980 therefore, the EFA was conducted to confirm that the factor groupings of the
items are the same as they were with originally created (Reise, et al., 2000). The
persistence survey items regrouped into the following six factors: (1) intellectual
development, (2) peer group interactions, (3) non-classroom faculty interactions, (4)

negative faculty interactions, (5) student academic aspirations and (6) university
interconnectedness.

This research study employed three statistical analyses to answer the four research

questions. Pearson’s correlation was conducted for question #1 to measure the strength

of the linear relationship between two variables and assess the direction of that
relationship either positive or negative between variables that are distributed normally
Gravetter & Wallnau, 2000). Spearman’s rho was also employed for questions #2 and

#3, which is appropriately used when sample sizes are small or differing in size (Huck,
2000). The constructs used for academic success were cumulative GPA and
undergraduate credit hours earned. Because not all participants answered these
questions, the result was different sample sizes for both.

The final statistical analysis, one-way ANOVA was employed for question

number four. This analysis is designed for use when there is categorical data in the
independent variable and continuous data in the dependent variable (Creswell, 2014).
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Discussion of the Significant Findings

This study has addressed the four research questions. The researcher will discuss
the significant findings for the four research questions independently.
Findings Related to Research Question #1

The results for research question #1 “To what extent does self-efficacy influence
the adult students’ level of persistence?”, indicated a significantly positive correlation
between self-efficacy and persistence. The results are based on the predictors of

persistence identified in the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale. While all

six factors showed a linear correlation with self-efficacy, five were significant. Four of
the items indicated a significantly positive correlation: intellectual development, peer

group interactions, non-classroom faculty interactions and student academic aspirations.
One item, negative faculty interactions showed a significant negative correlation with

self-efficacy. The items in this factor grouping were negatively worded as such the

researcher conducted item reversal on these items. Therefore, this result suggests that
students scoring high on self-efficacy have less negative faculty interactions than students
with lower self-efficacy scores which may lead to higher levels of persistent. The other
results are as follows: students with high self-efficacy scores show strong intellectual
development, positive peer group interactions, have positive non-classroom interactions

with faculty and have high academic aspirations. These results suggest that the higher a

student’s self-efficacy the more likely they are to persist.
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These data results are consistent with research findings of self-efficacy and

persistence studies among traditional first year college students (Bandura, 2012;

Chemers, et al., 2004; Davidson, et al., 2012). However, in Robbins, et al. (2004), meta
analysis of 109 empirical studies examining self-efficacy and persistence among other

factors, self-efficacy was not found to be significantly correlated with persistence or
retention. These were studies primarily focused on first-year traditional students and

several typed of institutions. These differences might be explained by the different
constructs and instruments employed in the various studies. Further investigation with a

larger sample and consistent research approaches may shed more light on these
phenomena.
Findings Related to Research Question #2

The results for research question #2 “Is there a correlation between self-efficacy

and academic success?”, indicated a significantly positive correlation between self
efficacy and undergraduate credit hours earned and no statistical correlation between self
efficacy and cumulative grade point average. These findings are not consistent with prior
self-efficacy studies (Majer, 2009; Robbins, et al., 2004). In a meta-analysis of 109
empirical studies, focused primarily on first-year freshmen, which suggested that the best

predictors of GPA were academic self-efficacy and achievement motivation (Robbins, et
al., 2004). Majer (2009), found a significantly positive relationship between self-efficacy
scores and cumulative GPA, in a longitudinal study focused on adult learners, which is

not consistent with the current study.

On the contrary, the finding of this study suggest that although high self-efficacy
scores are statistically significant to academic success it does not lead to earning higher
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grades. It does, however, lead to earning more credit hours which leads to success and
persistence. This author believes that someone who is highly efficacious and determined

to graduate may not have the highest GPA but will continue to persist and earn the credit

hours needed to graduate. Although this result was surprising based on prior self-efficacy
studies it is not illogical, as one does not need a high GPA to graduate, one must only
maintain good academic standing.
Findings Related to Research Question #3

The results for research question #3 “Does the level of adult student persistence

influence academic success?”, indicated a significantly positive correlation between
several persistence factors and academic success. One persistence factor resulted in a
statistically negative correlation with success. The survey instrument employed for this

question was the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1980). An EFA was performed to determine if the items on survey still held in
the same factor groupings as they did almost 4 decades ago. Results showed different

factor loadings and these new factor groups were used to define persistence in the data
analysis shown in Table 4. Two constructs defined academic success for this research

study, current cumulative GPA and undergraduate credit hours earned.
The persistence factors that had a significantly positive influence on academic

success for adult learners on both constructs were Factor I, intellectual development and
Factor V, student academic aspirations. These findings indicate that students with higher
levels of intellectual development and high academic aspirations earn higher GPA’s and

have more credit hours earned. However, when examining the results for Factor VI,
university interconnectedness, it was statistically significant with current cumulative
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GPA but not with undergraduate credit hours earned. This finding suggests that adult

learners who feel connected to the university may earn higher GPAs, but fewer earned
credit hours that may be a result of a part-time enrollment status that was also found to be

the case in question two. Further investigation is needed to more closely examine the

interplay between number of earned credit hours and academic success for adult learners.
Finally, the persistence factor with a statistically negative influence on academic

success was Factor IV, negative faculty interactions. This result indicated an inverse
correlation between negative faculty interactions and current cumulative GPA, suggesting
that as negative faculty interactions increase the student’s GPA will decrease. This is

consistent with research that has found faculty connections to be important for student

success (Tinto, 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, 1983). More relevant to the current
study are the findings that for adult students, positive faculty connections may lead to

higher persistence rates and more satisfaction with the college experience (Bean &

Metzner, 1985; Donaldson & Graham, 1999).
Findings Related to Research Question #4

Question #4 “To what extent do students’ sociodemographic profiles influence
their level of persistence?”, a series of between subjects’ ANOVAs were conducted to
compare the effect of students’ sociodemographic profile on student persistence. Several

characteristics were found to have a significant influence on persistence. These
characteristics will be discussed individually.
Gender: The sample was 55.2% female and 44.8% male. There was a statistically

significant influence of gender on academic persistence for two factor groupings, Factor
V, student academic aspirations and Factor VI, university interconnectedness for
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females. The results suggest that females have higher levels of academic aspirations and

higher levels of university connectedness which may lead to higher levels of student
persistence. This finding is consistent with a prior study by Markle (2015), who found

that GPA and confidence in graduating were significant indicators of academic

persistence for non-traditional female students. This finding is also consistent the
findings of this current study related to self-efficacy and persistence that also showed

females have higher levels of self-efficacy for academic aspirations and university
connectedness.
Race: The sample was 53.5% White students and 46.5% Non-White students.

There was a statistically significant influence on persistence for Factor IV and Factor V.

Factor IV, negative faculty interactions, had a statistically significant influence on
persistence for the non-white group. This finding indicates that students of color have

have higher levels of negative interactions with faculty that may result in lower level of
persistence for this group. This finding is consistent with prior research that consider race
to be factor in lower persistence for students of color at some universities (Brock, 2010;

Gray, 2013). Factor VI, university interconnectedness, shows a significant influence
between White students’ university connectedness and persistence. White students show

higher levels of university connectedness which may lead to higher levels of persistence
for this group.

Employment Status: There was a statistically significant influence between
persistence Factor II, peer group interactions. These findings suggest higher levels of
peer group interactions for student who are not employed fulltime. The rationale for this

finding is that these students have more time for peer group interaction and social
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interaction on campus, which is consistent with Tinto’s, (2012) retention model. Working
full-time has been noted by several authors as a barrier to adult student success as well as
being listed by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), as an “at-risk factor”

for adult learners (NCES, 1990; Radford, et al., 2015).
Donaldson & Graham’s, (1999), model of college outcomes for adults, describes

the complex of nature of adult students’ multiple roles, of which being a fulltime
employee is one of many. Bean & Metzner (1985), also noted that adult learners are less

likely to have a campus life beyond the classroom because of competing life roles. As
this study illuminates students who work part-time may have a different on-campus

experience that students who work full-time.
According to the model of college outcomes, the experience does not have to be a
negative. Donaldson & Graham (1999) suggest that being employed full-time may

actually serve as an out of context for learning experience, as it allows adult learners an

opportunity to make meaning of what they have learned in the classroom.
High School Diploma vs. GED: The sample size was 310 participants, of those

253 reported earning a high school diploma and 57 reported earning a GED. The results
were statistically significant for both groups with a stronger correlation for students who

earned a GED with Factor V, student academic aspirations. Although, adult learners
who have not earned a high school diploma also considered to be “at risk”, as noted in the

NCES, Radford, et al., (2015), this study’s findings show the opposite. The findings of
this study indicate a significant influence on persistence for Factor V, student academic

aspirations, for students who earned a high school diploma and for students who earned a
GED, with the latter having a stronger influence on persistence. This finding is not

89

consistent with the notion that a student who earns a GED are somehow “at-risk” for
being successful in college. Donaldson & Graham’s, model of college outcomes explains
that adult students have prior experience and rich personal biographies that influence

their knowledge structure and may impact their motivation, self-confidence,
responsibility and intent. There could be other reasons for the inconsistent finding; one
such reason could be the low number of participants who earned a GED in this study.

Further investigation would help to shed some light or to determine if these results could

be replicated with a larger sample of adult learners who have earned a GED.
Time to College Enrollment: Findings indicated a statistically significant

influence on persistence for Factor VI. Specifically, university connectedness, had a

significant influence on persistence for the group entering high school five or more years
after high school. Results suggest that students who enroll in college five or more years
after high school are more connected to the university which may lead to higher levels of
academic persistence. This finding is opposite than what this researcher expected based

on NCES, (1990) and Radford, et al., (2015), listing “delayed entry” as an at-risk factor
and barrier to persistence for adult learners.
However, this phenomenon can be explained by Donaldson & Graham’s (1999),

model of college outcomes. When an adult learner enrolls in college 5 or more years

after high school, they may have very specific motivations and goals to accomplish and
do not consider their life situations to be hinderances to their success. There may also be

other reasons for this inconsistent finding, primarily, the number of students with delayed
entry in this study was small, 63 out of 310 students. One must always be cautious when
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interpreting data from a small data set. Further research is needed to determine if this

result can be replicated.
Paying College Tuition: A one-way ANOVA between subjects was conducted to
compare the influence of receiving grants and scholarships on the persistence factors.
Findings indicate a significant influence on persistence for Factor II, peer group

interactions, suggesting that students who receive grants and scholarships have higher
levels of peer group interactions. In addition, when examining student loan recipients,
results suggested a statistically significant influence on persistence for students who did
not receive student loans.

These findings are consistent with prior research that examined the impact of
receiving financial aid on student outcomes. Bettinger (2004), studied the effects of
receiving a Pell Grant on student persistence and found a significantly positive

correlation with persistence. In another study the authors reviewed 32 high quality studies
that examined the how financial aid impacts persistence. Their findings indicated that all

the studies reviewed suggested that grants and scholarships had a more positive impact

on persistence than loans, although for many the impact was small. The receipt of loans

was found to be negligible, (Hossler, D., Ziskin, M., Gross, J.P.K., Kim, S. and Cekic, O.,
2009).

The latter study cautions that there are other student characteristics that play a role

in determining the probability that a student will persist until graduation and that the
effects of grants are more likely indirect. This researcher agrees that receiving a grant or
scholarship has an indirect effect because it allows the student the freedom pursue their

education without the stress of paying tuition.
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Students Planning to Return the Next Semester: The results indicated a
statistically significant influence on persistence for students planning to attend next

semester between Factor IV and Factor VI. Factor IV, negative faculty interactions, had

a significant negative influence on students planning to attend the next semester.
Findings suggest that students with more negative faculty interactions are less likely to

enroll the next semester which may lead to lower academic persistence. Whereas, Factor
VI, university interconnectedness, had a positive influence on planning to return for the

next semester which may lead to higher levels of persistence. Throughout this study,
Factor IV, negative faculty interactions, have been found to impact students’ academic

success as well as student persistence, in particular, for students with low self-efficacy.
These findings are consistent with other research studies that have found that positive

faculty interactions lead to higher persistence rates (Kuh, et al., 2006; Ullah & Wilson,

2007). Although, some authors have found that the university experience with respect
interacting with and working with faculty are different for different populations of
students.
In a study that examined the role that student-faculty interactions played in

persistence and academic success found several outcomes. Kim & Sax (2009), found that

research related faculty interactions predicts higher college GPAs for all groups and
promotes degree aspirations for all groups. However, research related that faculty
interactions enhanced critical thinking in all groups except African American and that

course related faculty interaction predicts higher college GPAs for all groups except
African American and first-generation students (Kim & Sax, 2009). Other studies have

also found a similar difference in outcomes for African American students. Johnson-
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Bailey, Valentine, Cerevo & Bowles (2008) found in a qualitative study that African
American students report feeling less support from faculty than White students and that

their interactions tend to be more formal and are more course-related. These feelings led
students to feel less satisfaction and connection to the university which have been found
to be integral to persistence and degree completion.

Significant Support: The findings indicated that having a significant person’s
encouragement to attend college has a statistically significant influence on the students’
academic persistence for two persistence factors. Factors I, intellectual development, and

Factor VI, university interconnectedness had a significant influence on persistence for

students who had a significant person in their lives who encouraged them to attend
college. This suggests that students who have encouragement also have higher levels of

intellectual development and university connectedness which both may lead to academic
persistence. In a recent study, Roksa & Kinsley (2019), found that emotional support is

important because it promotes psychological well-being and increases student
engagement. It was also found to be more important than financial support on
persistence. Additionally, in a recent study conducted by Savitz-Romer, Jager-Hyman &

Coles (2019) emotional support was found to foster resiliency, self-confidence and
internal motivation.

Implications for Research
The findings of this study will contribute to the current research in adult learning

is several ways. First it adds strength to Donaldson & Graham’s, (1999), model of
college outcomes for adult students. Several factors related to persistence for adult

students can be explained in the framework of this model. For example, working full
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time, part-time enrollment, how they connect to the classroom and delayed entry into the

university have been often relayed as risk factors or hinderances to success. However, in
the context of Donaldson & Graham’s (1999) model it is not surprising that these very

factors have been found to have a positive influence on adult students’ persistence in the

current study. Donaldson & Graham’s (1999) model could possibly be strengthened by
updating the “Connecting Classroom” to include technological advances that have been

made over the last two decades. Advances include, on-line classes, blended courses,
distance learning and offering on-line course materials.

A second goal of this study was to explore the relationship between self-efficacy
and academic success for adult students. Self-efficacy was found to have a statistically

significant positive correlation to academic success and persistence for adult students.
Findings are consistent with studies examining these effects on traditional first-year

freshmen. This is important because several action research studies have been able to
increase the level of self-efficacy in traditional students following a study intervention

course (Brewer & Yucedag-Ozcan, 2013; Davidson, et al., 2012; Kennett & Reed, 2009;
Wernersbach, et al., 2014). This research study also examined risk factors and

sociodemographic characteristics in relation to academic success and persistence. The
findings of this study contribute to the research in the field because they reveal that

documented risk factors may not be risk factors at all; on the contrary, they may be
motivators for adult students as several of these factors were a positive influence on adult

student success.
Finally, this researcher also conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on the

Social Integrations and Persistence Scale, (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1980). The original
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scale is over three decades old, and the goal of the EFA was to determine if the original

factor groupings would remain the same after all these years. The factor analysis did
regroup the scale items resulting in six factor groupings, whereas the original scale had
only five factor groupings. This is important because as times change so does society and

meanings of various concepts. Researchers should be mindful of instruments used to
collect data and their relevancy, not only to the investigation at hand but also how items

on a survey may be interpreted by the respondents.

Implications for Practice
This study provides practical contributions to the field of adult and higher

education. There are several factors that are positive influences on academic success and
persistence that for adult students that institutions can use as a starting point for
intervention. University connectedness and faculty interactions are very important to

persistence for adult students, but their time and availability is limited outside of the

classroom. Administrators and faculty need to be creative in the classroom to foster a
sense of connectedness to faculty, peers and the university. It may be as simple as

creating team projects where instead of students meeting outside of class, class time can
be devoted to brain-storming session to help adult students feel less stressed about their

time commitments. Faculty may also find time for brief one-on-one times with students
to not only discuss course related material but get a sense of students’ goals and

aspirations. Administrators can possibly create a dedicated space on campus for adult
learners, but not just a lounge, a space that is staffed with university personnel where

adult students can go for information, possibly to study and to meet and interact with
other adult learners.
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Another finding that warrants intervention is the lower persistence rates of
students of color, particularly male students of color, and their perceived negative faculty
interactions. While there are several aspects of campus life that may contribute to this

finding academic departments can help to make a difference in the classroom. Based on
statistics from the NCES (2018), of all full-time faculty in degree-granting postsecondary

institutions in fall 2017 only 3% each were Black males, Black females, Hispanic males,
and Hispanic females. There is obviously a need for more faculty of color. In addition,

the current faculty make-up may benefit from a concerted effort to provide cultural

awareness and cultural sensitivity training to faculty.

Finally, the findings of this study indicated that grants and scholarships have
significant influence on student persistence. To that end institutions can provide the

opportunity for more transfer student scholarships and continuing scholarships available
to adult learners.

Limitations of the Study

The limitations of this study are related to methodology. The quantitative nature

of the study only allowed participants to respond in particular categories in a limited
range. Researchers have noted that when using a Likert-type scale the difference
between agree and strongly agree may be irrelevant to the participant but could affect the
study results (Simon, & Goes, 2013). In addition, the researcher did not have the

opportunity to ask for clarifying information or additional follow-up questions that may
have been helpful or given some depth to the responses. For example, some respondents

wrote comments on the survey to explain delay in enrollment and reasons for not
returning in the following semester. There comments were not used in the analysis.
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Secondly, the researcher was bound by the standardized instruments used to

collect data. Although each survey had been found to be reliable and valid on other

student populations, one cannot be certain that the survey is accurate and applicable to
your study participants. Lastly, with respect to the sample, even though there were 310

participants, more than enough for a valid analysis, there were smaller groups with

individual sociodemographic profiles. Whereas, the researcher cannot control student
demographic profiles, a larger group of participants may have provided more participants

in respective categories.
Suggested for Future Investigation

This study has been enlightening, however, there are still unanswered questions.
In future research it will be important to use a qualitative or mixed methods approach to
look more closely at factors of persistence and self-efficacy that students report to be

positive or negative. For example, while there were 60 participants who reported earning

a GED, a small number in comparison to the entire sample. However, they would be an
amazing group for a qualitive, interview and focus group study who may provide a
richness and depth not available through quantitative methods. It could also be

informative to replicate this study at different types of institutions (i.e. private, for profit
or 2-year colleges), to learn more about how adult learners interpret their surroundings

and their success. Lastly, the positive self-efficacy results lead this researcher to want to
continue this research with the ultimate goal of creating an intervention for adult learners

to increase students’ level of self-efficacy, thereby affording them more control over their
own success.

Reflection
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This study was born through a desire to re-frame the definitions and descriptions

of adult learners. As an adult learner, I share some non-traditional characteristics with
my peers, but I am unlike many. I have witnessed more adult learners leave the

university than persist. I earned my GED at the age of thirty-three and immediately
enrolled in community college. I have also attended both a private and public 4-year
university. My experiences at each type of institution was unique and held its own
challenges that intermingled with what was happening in my life at the time. I was a

single parent and a full-time employee for most of my academic career. I must say that I
did have a couple professors who were supportive and were instrumental in helping to

feel that I was not on this journey alone. However, that was not the majority of my

experience.
It is necessary to begin to look at the differences, not only between traditional
learners and non-traditional learners, but also the differences within the non-traditional

student population. We cannot be grouped to provide a one-size fits all solution. Any
solution would have to consider what supports students need and be available on an as-

needed basis. Flexibility and convenience are terms that should mean more than course

offerings, mode of delivery or time and days of class times and office hours. For

example, a student may need to miss an exam and require assistance facilitating this

conversation with an unyielding professor. This type of immediate assistance is currently
not available.

There is no doubt that persistence in higher education is complex, primarily

because of the many variables that can affect each individual differently. However, as
the current study shows the profile of the adult learner is not made up of risk factors but
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merely characteristics that are inherent to their lives. One student’s risk factor is another
student’s motivation. It’s important to understand that the profiles of our students are not
factors that can be changed because characteristics are the fabric that make up the
individual. We must begin to explore interventions to empower adult learners to be the

captain of their own destiny despite academic, institutional and situational barriers.
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APPENDIX A
Permission to use the Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale

From: Pascarella, Ernest T <ernest-pascarella@uiowa.edu>

Sent: Friday, September 30, 2016 4:02 PM
To: Debra J Fenty; terenzini@psu.edu

Subject: Re: Survey Permission Request

Debora: Thanks for the note. We left the scales in the public domain. This means that

anyone can use them. All that is required is that you cite the 1980 JHE paper. Best of

luck with your research. ernie pascarella

From: Debra J Fenty <d.fenty@csuohio.edu>

Sent: Friday, September 30, 2016 2:36 PM
To: Pascarella, Ernest T; terenzini@psu.edu

Subject: Survey Permission Request

Dear Dr Pascarella and Dr. Terenzini,

I am writing to request your permission to use the survey from your article, "Predicting
Freshman Persistence and Voluntary Dropout Decisions from a Theoretical Model: in

The Journal of Higher Education from 1980. I am a doctoral student pursuing a Ph.D. in

Urban Education at Cleveland State University in Cleveland, Ohio and I need written
permission to submit to the IRB. My dissertation is titled, "Student Retention: The
correlation between self-efficacy, academic success and persistence". I am hoping to

apply the same factors used in your survey, in addition to a general self-efficacy scale
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and other independent variables to adult undergraduate students attending public
urban universities.

If you have any questions regarding my work, please feel free to contact me directly at

d.fenty@csuohio.edu or at 216-875-9916. Additionally, you are welcome to contact my
dissertation chair, Dr. Elice Rogers, Associate Professor, e.e.rogers@csuohio.edu, or my

methodologist, Dr. Jonathan Messemer, Associate Professor, j.messemer@csuohio.edu.

Thank you very much for your consideration
Sincerely,
Debra Fenty

Urban Education Doctoral Student in Leadership & Lifelong Learning
Associate Director, All-in-One, Enrollment Services
Cleveland State Univeristy
216-875-9916

d.fenty@csuohio.edu
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APPENDIX B

The Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale
© Pascarella &Terenzini, 1980

Items scored 5 = Strongly agree to 1 = Strongly disagree.

Scale 1: Peer-Group Interactions
1. Since coming to this university, I have developed close personal relationships

with other students.
2. The student friendships that I have developed at this university have been

personally satisfying.
3. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive

influence on my personal growth, attitudes, and values.

4. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my intellectual growth and interest in ideas.
5. It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends and other students.
6. Few of the students I know would be willing to listen to me and help me if I

had a problem.
7. Most students at this university have values and attitudes different from my

own.
Scale II: Interactions with Faculty
1. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on

my personal growth, attitudes and values.
2. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on

my intellectual growth and interest in ideas.
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3. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on

my career goals and aspirations.
4. Since coming to this university I have developed a close, personal relationship

with at least one faculty member.
5. I am satisfied with opportunities to meet and interact informally with faculty

members.

Scale III: Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching
1. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally interested in

students.
2. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally outstanding

or superior teachers.
3. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are willing to spend time

outside of class to discuss issues of interest and importance to students.
4. Most of the faculty I have had contact with are interested in helping students

grow in more than just academic areas.
5. Most faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in

teaching.
Scale IV: Academic and Intellectual Development
1. I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development since enrolling in

this university.

2. My academic experience has had a positive influence on my intellectual
growth and interest in ideas.

3. I am satisfied with my academic experience at this university.
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4. Few of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating.
5. My interest in ideas and intellectual matters has increased since coming to this

university.
6. I am more likely to attend a cultural event (for example, a concert, lecture, or

art show) now, than I was before coming to this university.
7. I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would.

Scale V: Institutional and Goal Commitments
1. It is important for me to graduate from college.

2. Am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this

university.
3. It is likely that I will register at this university next fall.

4. It is not important to me to graduate from this university.
5. I have no idea at all what I want to major in.
6. Getting good grades is not important to me.

117

APPENDIX C

Permission to use the New General Self-Efficacy Scale
From: Gilad Chen <giladchen@rhsmith.umd.edu >
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2016 4:21 PM
To: Debra J Fenty
Subject: RE: Permission to use NGSE Scale

See Attached

Gilad Chen, Ph.D.
Robert H. Smith Chair in Organizational Behavior
Editor, Journal ofApplied Psychology
Robert H. Smith School of Business
4538 Van Munching Hall
University of Maryland
College Park, MD 20742-1815
Phone: 301-405-0923
Email: giladchen@rhsmith.umd.edu
Website: http://www.rhsmith.umd.edu/directory/gilad-chen

New General Self-Efficacy Scale

PsycTESTS Citation:
Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). New General Self-Efficacy Scale [Database record].
Retrieved from
PsycTESTS. doi: 10.1037/t08800-000
Test Shown: Full
Test Format:
The measure's 8 items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5).

Source:
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Chen, Gilad, Gully, Stanley M., & Eden, Dov. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy
scale. Organizational
Research Methods, Vol 4(1), 62-83. doi: 10.1177/109442810141004, © 2001 by SAGE
Publications. Reproduced by
Permission of SAGE Publications.
Permissions:
Test content may be reproduced and used for non-commercial research and educational
purposes without seeking written permission. Distribution must be controlled, meaning only
to the participants engaged in the research or enrolled in the educational activity. Any other
type of reproduction or distribution of test content is not authorized without written
permission from the author and publisher.
PsycTESTS™

PsycTESTS™ is a database of the American Psychological Association

£ PsycTESTS
doi: 10.1037/t08800-000
New General Self-Efficacy Scale
NGSE

Items

1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.
3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks.
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well.
8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.

Note. 1. More specific information with regard to the search we have conducted is available upon
request from the first author.
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2. Participants were told that (a) general self-efficacy relates to “one’s estimate of one’s overall
ability to perform successfully in a wide variety of achievement situations, or to how confident
one is that she or he can perform effectively across different tasks and situations,” and (b) self
esteem relates to “the overall affective evaluation of one’s own worth, value, or importance, or to
how one feels about oneself as a person.”
New General Self-Efficacy ScaleNGSE
PsycTESTS™

From: Debra J Fenty [mailto:d.fenty@csuohio.edu]
Sent: September 30, 2016 4:20 PM
To: giladchen@rhsmith.umd.edu
Subject: Permission to use NGSE Scale

Dear Dr. Chen,

I am writing to request your permission to use the New General Self-Efficacy Scale, from
your 2001 article ", "Validation of a New General Self-Efficacy Scale in Organizational
Research Methods, Vol 4 No. 1. I am a doctoral student pursuing a Ph.D. in Urban
Education at Cleveland State University in Cleveland, Ohio and I need written
permission to submit to the IRB. My dissertation is titled, "Adult Student Retention: The
relationship between self-efficacy, academic success and persistence". I am hoping to
apply the same factors used in your scale, in addition to an intent to persist scale and
other independent variables to adult undergraduate students attending public urban
universities.

If you have any questions regarding my work, please feel free to contact me directly at
d.fenty@csuohio.edu or at 216-875-9916. Additionally, you are welcome to contact my
dissertation chair, Dr. Elice Rogers, Associate Professor, e.e.rogers@csuohio.edu , or my
methodologist, Dr. Jonathan Messemer, Associate Professor, j.messemer@csuohio.edu.

Thank you very much for your consideration
Sincerely,
Debra Fenty
Urban Education Doctoral Student in Leadership & Lifelong Learning
Associate Director, All-in-One, Enrollment Services
Cleveland State University
216-875-9916
d.fenty@csuohio.edu
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APPENDIX D

Self-Efficacy scale administered to sample:

Self-Efficacy Scale: © Chen, Gully & Eden, (2001)

Please complete the following scale related to self-efficacy. Self-efficacy relates to
“one’s estimate of one’s overall ability perform successfully in a wide variety of
achievement situations, or to confident one is that she or he can perform effectively
across different tasks and situations.
Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how

you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither

Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one

answer).

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

I will be able to achieve most of
the goals that I have set for
myself.
When facing difficult tasks, I am
certain that I will accomplish
them.
In general, I think that I can
obtain outcomes that are
important to me.
I believe I can succeed at most
any endeavor to which I set my
mind.
I will be able to successfully
overcome many challenges.
I am confident that I can perform
effectively on many different
tasks.
Compared to other people, I can
do most tasks very well.
Even when things are tough, I can
perform quite well.
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Strongly

Agree

APPENDIX E

Social integration and persistence scale administered to sample

Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale:
Pascarella & Terenzini, (1980).

Please complete the following scale related to your experiences in your current
university. There are 5 sections to this scale, please complete each section completely.
Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how
you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither
Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one
answer).

PEER GROUP
INTERACTIONS
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Since coming to this
university I have
developed close personal
relationships with other
students.
The student friendships
that I have developed at
this university have been
personally satisfying.
My interpersonal
relationships with other
students have had a
positive influence on my
personal growth,
attitudes, and values.
My interpersonal
relationships with other
students have had a
positive influence on my
intellectual growth and
interest in ideas.
It has been difficult for
me to meet and make
friends with other

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Strongly
Agree

6.

7.

students.
Few of the students I
know would be willing to
listen to me and help me
if I had a problem.
Most students at this
university have values
and attitudes different
from my own.

Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how

you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither

Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one

answer).

Interactions with Faculty
8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

My non-classroom
interactions with faculty have
had a positive influence on
my personal growth,
attitudes and values.
My non-classroom
interactions with faculty have
had a positive influence on
my intellectual growth and
interest in ideas.
My non-classroom
interactions with faculty have
had a positive influence on
my career goals and
aspirations.
Since coming to this
university I have developed a
close, personal relationship
with at least one faculty
member.
I am satisfied with
opportunities to meet and
interact informally with
faculty members.

Strongly
Disagree

Disa
gree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how

you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither

Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one

answer).

Faculty Concerns for
Student Development &
Teaching
13. Few of the faculty
members I have had
contact with a
generally interested in
students.
14. Few of the faculty
members I have had
contact with are
generally outstanding
or superior teachers.
15. Few of the faculty
members I have had
contact with are willing
to spend time outside
of class to discuss
issues of interest and
importance to
students.
16. Most of the faculty I
have had contact with
are interested in
helping students grow
in more than just
academic areas.
17. Most faculty members I
have had contact with
are genuinely
interested in teaching.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Strongly
Agree

Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how

you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither

Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one
answer).

Academic and Intellectual Development

18. I am satisfied with the extent of my
intellectual development since
enrolling in this university.
19. My academic experience has had a
positive influence on my intellectual
growth and interest in ideas.
20. I am satisfied with my academic
experience at this university.
21. Few of my course this year have been
intellectually stimulating.
22. My interest in ideas and intellectual
matters has increased since come to
this university.
23. I am more likely to attend a cultural
event (for example, a concert,
lecture, or art show) now, than I was
before coming to this university.
24. I have performed academically as
well as I anticipated I would.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Instructions: For each question below circle the response that best characterizes how

you feel about the statement, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither

Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree. (Please only choose one

answer).

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Institutional and Goal Commitments
25. It is important for me to graduate from
college.
26. I am confident that I made the right
decision in choosing to attend this
university.
27. It is likely that I will register at this
university next fall.
28. It is not important to me to graduate
from this university.
29. I have no idea at all what I want to
major in.
30. Getting good grades is not important to
me.
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APPENDIX F

Student Demographic Items

Background Questionnaire
Instructions: Please answer each question as accurately as possible by putting a check
mark in the appropriate box or writing in your answer where indicated.

How old are you? (Please check one of the boxes below).
□ 18-24 years
□25-34 years
□35-44 years
□45-54 years
□55-64 years
□65-74 years
□75 or older

of age
of age
of age
of age
of age
of age

What is your gender?
□Male
□Female

What race or ethnicity best describes you?
□Caucasian/White
□Hispanic or Latino
□Black or African American
□Native American or American Indian
□Asian/Pacific Islander
□Other

What is your employment status?
□Unemployed
□Employed part-time
□Employed full-time

What is your marital status?
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Single never married □
□Married or domestic partnership
□Widowed
□Divorced
□Separated

Do you have dependents other than a spouse?
□Yes
□No

Did you graduate from high school?
□Yes
□No

Did you earn a GED (general equivalency diploma)
□Yes
□No

Did you enroll in college immediately after high school?
□Yes
□No - 1 to 5 years later
□No - 5 or more years later

How many undergraduate credits hours have you earned?

What is your cumulative grade point average?

Are you planning to return school next semester?
SYes
□No

How do you pay for tuition?
128

□ Self-pay
□Tuition Reimbursement (Employer)
□Grants/Scholarships
□Student Loans
□Other

Did your mother graduate from college?
□ Yes
□ No
Did your father graduate from college?
□ Yes
□ No
Did one of your grandparents graduate from college?
□ Yes
□ No
Did you have a significant person in your life that encouraged you to enroll in college?
□ Yes
□ No

What is your current semester enrollment?
□Full Time (12 credit hours or more)
□Part Time (Less than 12 credit hours)
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APPENDIX G
The Social Integration and Persistence Intentions Scale After Factor Analysis

Items scored 5 = Strongly agree to 1 = Strongly disagree.

Factor 1: Intellectual Development
1. I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development since enrolling in

this university.

2. My academic experience has had a positive influence on my intellectual
growth and interest in ideas.

3. I am satisfied with my academic experience at this university.

4. My interests in ideas and intellectual matters has increased since coming to
this university.
5. I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would.
6. I am confident that I made the right decision in choosing to attend this

university.
Factor II: Peer Group Interaction
1. Since coming to this university, I have developed close personal relationships

with other students.
2. The student friendships that I have developed at this university have been

personally satisfying.
3. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive

influence on my personal growth, attitudes and values.
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4. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive
influence on my intellectual growth and interests in ideas.
5. It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends with other students.

Factor III: Non-Classroom Faculty Interactions
1. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on

my personal growth, attitudes and values.
2. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on

my intellectual growth, and interest in ideas.
3. My non-classroom interactions with faculty have had positive influence on my

career goals and aspirations.
4. Since coming to this university, I have developed a close, personal

relationship with at least one faculty member.
5. I am satisfied with opportunities to meet and interact informally with faculty

members.
6. Most of the faculty I have had contact with are interested in helping students

grow in more than just academic areas.
7. Most faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in

teaching.
Factor IV: Negative Interactions with Faculty
1. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are generally interested in

students.
2. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with generally outstanding or

superior teachers.
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3. Few of the faculty members I have had contact with are willing to spend time

outside of the class to discuss issues of interest and importance to students.
4. Few of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating.

Factor V: Academic Aspirations
1. It is important for me to graduate from college.

2. It is not important for me to graduate from this university.
3. I have no idea at all what I want to major in.

4. Getting good grades is not important to me.

Factor VI: Interconnectedness to the University
1. Few of the students I know would be willing to listen to me and help me if I

have a problem.
2. Most of the students at this university have values and attitudes different from

my own.
3. It is likely that I will register at this university next fall.
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